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PREEACE 


Tue present volume consists of literary texts, like Parts V and XI. 
The papyri of Lysias (1606), Hyperides (1607), Aeschines Socraticus 
(1608), and an oration on the cult of a Roman Emperor (1612) belong 
to the first of the three large literary finds of the 1905-6 season, 
which produced 841-4, &c., and has now been completely published ; 
those of Ephorus (1610), a work on literary criticism (1611), and 
Herodotus (1619) belong to the second, which is not yet exhausted. 
Most of the other texts were found in the early part of the same 
season. 

Prof. Hunt’s continued absence from Oxford on military duties 
has prevented him from taking an active part in the decipherment and 
editing of this volume, but he has revised some of the papyri and the 
proofs. We are much indebted to Mr. E. Lobel, who has made 
numerous suggestions in the reconstruction and interpretation of the 
new classical texts, and to Dr. J. V. Bartlet for similar help in regard to 
the new theological texts. The assistance on various points afforded 
by Mr. T. W. Allen, Profs. J. Burnet, J. B. Bury, and A. E. Housman, 
Dr. C. Hude, Mr..H. Stuart Jones, Sir William M. Ramsay, Prof. M. 
Rostowzew, and Sir John E. Sandys is acknowledged in connexion 
with the individual papyri. 

The two sections consisting of Contracts and Private Accounts, 
which were omitted from Part XII owing to want of space, are held 
over for Part XIV, which will contain non-literary documents and is in 
active preparation. We hope to issue it in the course of 1919, and that 
Mr. J. de M. Johnson’s edition of the valuable Theocritus papyrus 
discovered by him at Antinoé will be issued simultaneously. 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD “OF PUBLICATION Nip 
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 


THE general method followed in this volume is the same as that in 
Parts I-XII. 1604 (Pindar) is printed in dual form, a literal transcript being 
accompanied by a reconstruction in modern style. In the other texts the 
originals are reproduced except for separation of words, capital initials in proper 
names, expansion of abbreviations, and supplements of lacunae. A reconstruction 
in modern form of the more complete portions of 1606-7 and 1610-12 is also 
given. Additions or corrections by the same hand as the body of the text are in 
small thin type, those by a different hand in thick type. Square brackets [ ] indi- 
cate a lacuna, round brackets ( ) the resolution of a symbol or abbreviation, 
angular brackets ¢ ) a mistaken omission in the original, braces { } a superfluous 
letter or letters, double square brackets [| ]] a deletion in the original. Dots 
placed within brackets represent the approximate number of letters lost or 
deleted ; dots outside brackets indicate mutilated or otherwise illegible letters. 
Letters with dots underneath them are to be considered doubtful. Heavy Arabic 
numerals refer to the texts of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri in this volume and 
Parts I-XII, ordinary numerals to lines, small Roman numerals to columns. In 
the case of vellum fragments the terms recto and verso are used with reference to 
the upper and under sides of a leaf, not to the hair-side and flesh-side. 


The abbreviations used in referring to papyrological publications are 
practically those adopted in the Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung, viz. :— 
Archiv = Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung. 
P. Amh. = The Amherst Papyri, Vols. LII, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 
P. Brit. Mus. = Greek Papyri in the British Museum, Vols. I-V, by Sir F. G. 
Kenyon and H. I. Bell. 
P. Fay. = Faytim Towns and their Papyri, by B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and 
De Ge Hogarth: 


P. Grenf. = Greek Papyri, Series I-II, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 

P. Hibeh = The Hibeh Papyri, Part I, by B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt. 

P. Oxy. = The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Parts I-XII, by B. P. Grenfell and 
ADS. bane 

P. Ryl. = Catalogue of the Greek Papyri in the Rylands Library, Vol. I, by 
A 9. Hunt 

P. S. I. = Papiri della Societa Italiana, Vols. I-V, by G. Vitelli and others. 


I. THEOLOGICAL FRAGMENTS 


1594. NEW RECENSION OF TOBIT xii. 
6-2X7-5 cm. Late third century. Plate I (recto). 


A nearly complete leaf of a diminutive vellum codex, containing Tobit xii. 
14~-Ig in a recension which is not extant. Another fragment of a novel version 
of this popular apocryphon (ii. 2-4, 8) was published in 1076, but is later 
in date (sixth century) than 1594, which is written in a small neat uncial hand of 
an unusually early type, resembling the hands of 656 and 1007 (both Genesis: 
Part iv, Plate iiand Part vii, Plate i). 656 is probably earlier than A. D. 250 and 
likely to be somewhat older than 1007 and 1594, being written on papyrus and 
having no contractions, whereas in the other two fragments @eds is contracted ; 
but, like 1007, 1594 was probably written in the second half of the third century. 
The leaf when complete was nearly square, and of approximately the same size 
as P. Ryl. 28 (Part i, Plate v), a fourth-century treatise on pavtixy: for other 
miniature codices of biblical texts cf. 842 and 1010. No punctuation is dis- 
cernible, but a diaeresis over an initial v apparently occurs on the verso, which 
is much damaged and difficult to decipher. There are traces of what may be lines 
of ruling in the margin of the recto, which is probably the hair-side. 

There are two main Greek recensions of Tobit, one represented by the 
Codex Sinaiticus (&), the other by the Cod. Vaticanus (B) and Cod. Alexan- 
drinus (A). The recension of &, which is fuller and more picturesque than that 
of BA, is tending to be regarded as the earlier. Besides these two there is for 
chs. vi. g—xiii. 8 a third Greek redaction represented by three cursive MSS., and 
from vii. I1 supported by the Syriac version, which before that point agrees with 
BA. This third recension occupies an intermediate position, being allied to XN 
but less verbose, and is sometimes supported by the Old Latin version, which, 
like the Aramaic and earlier Hebrew versions, generally supports N. The view 
put forward in 1076 int., that 1076 belongs to the third Greek recension partially 
preserved by the cursives, was adopted in the latest and only fully equipped 
edition of Tobit, that of Mr. D. C. Simpson in Charles’s Apocrypha and Pseud- 
epigrapha of the O.T. i. 174 sqq.; cf. Fourn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 516 sqq. 
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Leaving undecided the question whether the original language of Tobit was 
Greek or Semitic, he thinks that the book was composed in Egypt not long before 
170 B.C., and that the recension of N is the nearest approach to the original, 
while that of BA did not reach its present form until about A. D. 180, and the third 
recension was later still. 

The conditions of the problem are somewhat altered by the discovery 
of 1594, which is on the whole much nearer to BA than to § or the third recen- 
sion, here fortunately extant. In vv. 14-17, where the two main recensions 
do not greatly differ, 1594 agrees with BA against § in the insertion of ék (1. 3), 
dyioy (l. 3; dylav dyyétov BA; dyyéhov &), tpocavadpepovow (1. 3; add. ras 
Tpocevyas Tov aylwy BA; mapeorijxacw &), the omission of airéy (1. 8), and 
the insertion of éora: (1. 12); against these can be set only the agreements with 
Nin the form ézecap (I. 8), the insertion of dzar[ra in]. 13 (mdvta 8%; om. BA), 
and xaé for BA’s érv in 1.9. In vv. 18-19, where the text of § is longer than that 
of BA and differently arranged, the new fragment agrees with BA in having 
evavtod, not ej, in 1. 15 and in constructing wacas tas juépas with onravduny tuiv 
(Il. 18-19), whereas 8 connects the first phrase with the preceding etAoyeire 
or with an added repetition of it, adr@ tuveire. Against this must be set the par- 
tial agreements between 1594 and § as to the verb in 1. 16 (iunv pc” OMG : 
om. B; 7A@ov A), and the occurrence in 1594. 20 of éOewpeiré ye (cf. Old Latin 
videbatis me) corresponding to 8's Oewpeiré we. With the peculiar readings of the 
third Greek recension 1594 agrees against the other two in respect of the omission 
of Sdppav in |. 2, and of dyyédwy in |. 3, the insertion of éxt ri yfv in 1. g, and the 
reading dco0 in |. 6 (8e08 without rod peydAov the cursives ; cf. Ded Old Lat.). But 
elsewhere the third Greek recension follows & rather than 1594, and is shorter even 
than BA in v. 19. 

The new recension has also a number of peculiar readings, such as the 
constant use of kai asa connecting particle, where BA vary the monotony by 
dé (1.12; om. &) or den (1.17; om. &) or the absence of connexion (Il. 19), and 
especially the new arrangement of vv. 18-19, which avoids both the obvious 
omission in B and the redundancy of § at this point. On the whole 1594, while 
belonging to the BA type of text, is distinctly better. Is this superiority to be 
explained as resulting from a revision of the BA text in the light of &, or from the 
priority and greater purity of the text illustrated by 1594, of which BA is a later 
form? The second hypothesis seems to us much the more probable for several 
reasons. In the first place 1594 is an older MS. than B or A. Secondly, the 
constant use of caf in 1594 points to a more archaic text than that of BA. 
Thirdly, the text of BA, where in comparison with that of 1594 it is markedly 
inferior, as in vv. 15 and 18, seems to have arisen out of the text of 1594, 


DOUaw eV EW RECENSION OF TOBIT XII 3 


not vice versa. In v. 15 the employment of dywos by BA three times within 
the same sentence, referring to different persons in each case, is intolerable, 
and the addition of tds mpocevyds tév aylwv looks like a Christian gloss on 
mpocavadépovoiv, which is intelligible by itself, while BA’s ayiwv dyyé\wy (ayyédwv 
N5 ayfwv 1594 and the third recension) may be the result of a conflation of 
readings or of a confusion between ayiwy and aydwy, a contraction of ayyéAwy 
found e.g. in 1608. 12. In v. 18 1594 has éy& pe’ pau ody bre TH euavrod 





Xapite juny GAG TH OeAjoer Tod Oeod corresponding to B’s drt od TH ewavtod xapite 
QAAA TH OeAjoer Tod Geos duév without a verb, which is supplied by A (add. 7AGov). 
The phrase ‘your God’ is very inappropriate in the mouth of an angel, and 
it is noticeable that the third recension, which at this point follows BA rather 
than §&, ignores tudv. The explanation is probably that tuév had really 
nothing to do with 6¢08, but is the survival of juny pe® tuov found in both 
1594 and &, and that A’s 7A@ov is merely a correction inserted to restore 
the defective grammar. 1594’s phrase ovy éri... in place of BA’s (dru) odxi... 
gives a more literary touch to the passage, and might easily cause difficulty 
to some one who did not understand that junv was to be supplied with éya 
ped juov, with the result that a simpler construction was substituted. Fourthly, 
the result of an attempt to combine the merits of BA and & is partly ex- 
tant in the third recension, and though that edition now appears to have 
taken into consideration the text represented by 1594 as well as those of 8 and 
BA (cf. p. 2), it does not coincide with 1594, and is in fact nearer to & than to 
1594 or BA, just like 1076. That fragment on account of its affinity to § is still 
to be considered as probably a specimen of the missing portion of the third 
recension, not as part of the recension illustrated by 1594. We are therefore dis- 
posed to regard 1594 as an earlier form of the BA text, which developed out of 
1594 partly owing to certain editorial changes, partly owing to corruptions 
introduced in the normal course of transmission. 

There remains the question whether 1594 or & more closely represents the 
original text of Tobit. Owing to the small size of the fragment it is difficult to 
speak with certainty ; but with regard to the characteristics of the BA text which 
Simpson (Yourn. of Theol. Stud. xiv. 527-8) selects as evidence for the later date 
of BA it is noticeable that (1) 1594 does not tend, like BA, to avoid kat 
as a connecting particle, (2) if 1594 is less redundant than in ll. 14-18, 
in ll. 19-20 it has a repetition which is absent from §, and (3) the two 
uncommon words in 1594, spocavadépovo. and @mravdunv, and the unusual 
construction in Il. 14-16 are absent from ¥, though as a rule the BA text is more 
commonplace than that of §.. The §& text is certainly not conspicuously better 
than that of 1594 in these six verses. The addition in 8 of Zdppay before 
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tiv vbpdyy in 1. 1 and the omission of ék in]. 3 and énl ri yqv in |. 9 are 
no improvements ; éyfw» without BA’s dyyéAwv in 1. 3 and mpocavadépover without 
BA’s rds mpocevyas tv dylwv are hardly open to the inferences which Simpson 
(op. cit. 521) draws from a comparison of the ‘ angelology ’ of BA and & concern- 
ing the later character of BA. The use of 6¢08 rod peyddov in 1. 6 in place of N’s 
xuptov perhaps illustrates the ‘ tendency to emphasize the transcendental character 
of the Godhead’ which according to Simpson (Joc. cit.) serves to distinguish BA 
from &, and dnrdvecda (1. 19), as he pointed out, came to have a definite 
Christian connotation, being found in Acts i. 3 with reference to the appearances 
of Christ after the Resurrection. But the word occurs in the LXX and Ptolemaic 
papyri, and curious linguistic affinities between Tobit xii. 16-22 and the Gospels 
(cf. Simpson’s n. ad /oc.) are traceable in the text of & as well as BA, so that the 
mere occurrence of émravecOar does not prove much. The reading of 1594 in 
v. 18 éyd pe” tpdv ody Sti TH ewavtod ydpite pny is defensible against N’s éy@ Ore 
iipny peO buav ovdxl ry ean xapite juny pel? tuav: but the arrangement of vv. 18-19 
as a whole is more satisfactory in 8; for mdoas Tas juépas is more appropriate in 
conjunction with evAoyetre than with @zravounv, and the repetition evAoyeite .. « 
dpvetre in & is probably better than the repetition @mravduny .. . Cewpetre in 1594, 
which here combines the two verbs found singly in % and BA, though whether 
N’s Oewpeire is superior to €Oewpeire in 1594, here supported by the Old 
Latin, is very doubtful. In 1. 3 dayyéAwy ($8) is perhaps preferable to ayiwv 
(1594), the two words being liable to confusion as soon as contractions came 
inte. use (eh ps3). 

Our conclusion therefore is that, while the recension of § is probably older 
than that of BA, 8 had before the age of the Antonines, perhaps even from the 
earliest times when Tobit was read in Greek, a rival in the shape of the text 
to which 1594 belongs. This was largely superseded after A.D. 200 by the 
BA recension, which was based on it; but traces of the influence of the 1594 
text are discernible in the Old Latin version, which was made probably 
before 300, and the 1594 text remained sufficiently important by the side of the 
BA text for it to be used in the compilation of the intermediate text found in the 
cursives and 1076, which was designed (in the fourth or fifth century ?) as a com- 
promise between the various conflicting versions of the story. The result of the 
discovery of 1594 is, we think, to diminish somewhat the superiority in point 
of age which can be claimed for the recension of §§ over others, and to increase 
the respect due to both BA and the third recension, as being either based upon 
or, in the case of the third recension, influenced by an older recension which 
is independent of & and may well contain some original elements. 


1594, 


Recto. 
[calrOat oe Kal THY VU xii. 14 
gynv cov eyw eye Padhanr 5 
es ek Tav € ayloly] ol poo 
avapepovalv Kal elomropev 
ovTat ev@mioyv Tyns do 
Ens tov Ov Tov peyadou 
kat eTapaxOnoav o B Kat 16 
EMETAY ETL TPOTwTOY 
[e]re Thy ynv Kat epoBn 
10 [@noav Kat eurey av|ros 17 

[ 


bn gpoBeabe expnyn| 


15 
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Verso. 
upiv eotat Kat Tov Oy fev 
AoyerTe Els Tov amar|Ta 
aiova eyo pe) vw 18 
OVX OTL TH EmavTov xapL 
Te neny adda TH Oedn 
get Tov Ov Kat avtov evdo 
YElTE KAL Tacas Tas nplE 1g 
pas @mravouny vpily 
Kat eBewperte pe oie 


oulk epayoy ovde emo 


I line lost 


In place of a collation, we give the new text side by side with the three 
extant Greek versions and the Old Latin in full. 


1594. 

14 [éca\cOai ce Kal THY 
vouony cov. Méeya ele 
‘Papana, eis x TOY En7ad 
aylov ot mpocavaghépovoty 
Kal elomopevovTat evomLoy 
ths Oo€ns Tod Oeod Tot 
peyadrov. 1 Kai étapa- 
xOncav of dbo Kat erecay 
én mpdcwmov emi tiv yay 
Kat epoBy|Onoar. 
(Mi go: 


Coal J F €: a Ba 
Betobe, elpnyn| bp eoTar: 


17 Kal 
elmey av|rols 
a 5) 

Kat Tov Oedv EvVAOYELTE ELS 
a dA IA 18 ] ‘ 
TOY ATAVTA alova. eyo 

) € bpd “) [cA ag 

ped” bay ovyx Ott Ty Epav- 
Tob xadpite Hunv, adda TH 
Geod' Kal 


OeAnoe Tov 


os \ 
avrov evAdoyeire. Kal 


Dee 

14 (dcacbai oe Kal Thy 
vopgnyv cov Sdppav. eye 
elu “Paghana, eis ex Tov 
¢ X £ 7 5) - 
EmTa& aylov ayyedov 
A “e \ 
OL mpocavagpepovaty Tas 
Mpocevxas TaY aylav Kal 
ElOTPOPEVOVTAL EVOTMLOV THS 
06 ~ t 7 16 wo) 
6€nsTov ayiov. MKalera- 

Z € 7 \ 
pax Onoayv of Ovo Kat €recor 

, os) ee e 

(-cav A) él rpdc@mor, ore 
epoByOnaay. 1" Kai eimev 
avtois Mi poBetobe (add 
ed , 72 € A wy 
6rt A) elphyn byly Eorat 
tov 6€ Oedy evAoyeiTe els 
x IA 18 ed ’ a 
Toy ali@va, 186re ov TH 
2 ~ 4 > 2, lan 
epauTov xapitt, a\Aa@ 77) 
OeXnoee Tod Oeod tyav 


(add 7ABov A) dev ev- 


nN. 

14 (goacbat kal Sdppav 

Thy voedny cov. 
efut “Padana, 


€ \ > la a 4 
EMTA AYyyEN@Y Ol TAPETTN- 


15 éyd 
els TOY 
Kao Kal elomopevovTat 
3 , a Va ? 

evomlov THs O6€ns Kuplov. 
16 kai erapdxOnoay of dvo 
Kal emecay éml Tpbowroy 
avTov Kal epoBHOncar. 


Tkal elmev avtois My 


~ , ve ¢ trae) 
poBeicbe, elpyyn duty 
Tov Oedv evAoyeire els 
ee x IA 18 a x 
TavTa Tov al@va. ey@ 


¢ a ? € ~ beets 
dre Aunv peO dbyav ovxt 
lal , lol 4 of ’ 
TH Eu xepire hunv peo 
UuaY, GAA TH OedrHoes 
lo) ~ b) 3 ’ ca 
Tot Oeod: avrov evAoyeiTeE, 


\ 4 x € a 
KaTa Tagas Tas NMEpAas 
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~ 2 A 2 A € oN 19 \ 2 
méoas Tas Nuépas wmTa- RoyelTe avToy Els TOY aUT@ vpLVELTE. kal Oe 


- va A , SS ¢ 7 (yen ed , wt ia 
vounv vpiv Kal eOewper- aldva. mdoas Tas nE- wpelTE fe OTL OUK Epa 
ed Se € s8 ‘ 
Té pe Sr[t] ovfk Epayov... pas @mTavopny vl Kal YOV... 


OUK Epayov Ar 


Cursives 44, 106, 107. Old Latin. 

M4 idcacbal ce Kal Tiv vopgny cov. 14 tentare te et Sarram nurum tuam. 
1 Feo enim sum Raphahel, unus de 
septem angelis sanctis qui adsistimus et 
conversamur ante claritatem Dei. Et 
g i ae A heey: conturbati sunt utrique et ceciderunt im 
Mpocwmov avtay em Tv ynv OTL epo- faciem et timuerunt. ™ Et dixit ws 
BHOnoay (bru ep. om. 44). 17 Kal eirev Raphahel: Nolite timere, pax vobiscum, 
avrois, Mi poBeiobe, elpivn byiv ora Deum benedicite in omni aevo. * Etenim 
edoyeire Tov Oedv, 18870 od TH Eup cum essem vobiscum non mea gratia 
xapite GAA TH OeAjoe TOG Geos Eyw ©7AM sed voluntate Det: ipsi ergo 
benedicite, et omnibus diebus decantate 
et. Et videbatis me quia mandu- 
cabam... 


15 ev efut ‘Pagharr, cis Tov aylwv TeV 
~ a ‘ 
Tapectotov évemriov Tod Oeov. 1% Kal 


5 7 > la or 2 \ 
éTapdxOnoav apporepor Kal ETEgaY ETL 


nrOov. 1 Kat odk Epayov... 


3. mpocavapepovaw : this word occurs twice elsewhere in the LXX, Judith xi. 18 eA6otca 
mpocavoicw co and 2 Macc. xi. 36 4 Se expwe mpocaveveyOjvar To Baowrel. 

11-12, That ore should be read in ]. 11 before etpyvy with A is improbable, the line being 
long enough without it, and similar words of connexion being avoided elsewhere in the frag- 
ment; cf. p. 3. It is just possible that v||ue should be read instead of yaw in], 12. 

13. ews: ene might be read, but eis is regularly used in this phrase in the LXX 
and N.T. 

15. ovx ort: « is the only alternative to x and the vestige of the next letter suits o, but 
not e, so that ovkers is an unsatisfactory reading, even if it suited the context. The traces of 
sH are slight, but suggest no other appropriate reading, so that ovy or: is practically certain ; 
cf. int. 

20-1. or[t | ov[k (so 8) is very uncertain, but suits the slight traces somewhat better 
than ka{e | ou[k (BA) or ov[k e|paf yor. 


1595. ECCLESIASTICUS i. 


18 XII-2 cm. Sixth century. 


A leaf from a papyrus codex, containing the first nine verses of Ecclesiasticus 
in the LXX, written with brown ink in large heavy round uncials of the 
type represented by e.g. Schubart, Pap. Graec. Berol. 44a (Lliad xxii), probably 
in the sixth century, to which documents found with or near 1595 belong. The 
numbering of the pages, if it existed in the position occupied by the numberings 


1590p EC CLE SIASTICOS I q 


in e. g. 1598, is not preserved, so that it is uncertain whether this is the first leaf 
of the codex or only of a section. The beginnings of verses are marked by fresh 
lines which project slightly, and the ends by high stops apparently throughout, 
though owing to injuries to the surface these are not always discernible. The 
usual contractions for eds, xvpios (but not in ], 1), and ovpavds occur. 

Verse 7 émiornun codias tin edavepdOn kal tiv ToAvTELplay adrhs tls ouvaKeED ; 
which is generally regarded as a doublet of v. 6, is omitted, as in the chief 
uncial MSS.; but v. 5 (anyq codias Adyos Oeod ev twWioros, kal at mopeiar adrijs 
évtoAal aisriot) is retained, as in some cursives and versions (cf. ll. 16-19, n.), 
though this too has generally been rejected as a doublet of the preceding 
verse; cf. Box-Oesterley in Charles’s Apocr. and Pseudepigr. i. 318. The resem- 
blance, however, between vv. 4-5 is much less marked than that between vv. 
6-7, and since v. 4 ends with aidvos, v. 5 with aidvio, the hypothesis that 
the disappearance of v. 5 is an error due to homoioteleuton has, we think, 
more to justify it than the view that it is a Pharisaic addition. In other 
respects the text of 1595 is not remarkable, the spelling and arrangement 
agreeing with NAC rather than with B. A note at the bottom of the recto 
perhaps refers to an omission. This is the first papyrus of Ecclesiasticus. 





Verso. Recto. 
[maloa copia mapa kupiov k[at I ev drypiorots* 
[wleT @uTov eoTLy Kal al Toplat au7[ns ev 
[er]s Tov alwva: TOAAL alwviol|* 
[ap|uov Oadracowy Kat 2 20 pifa aopias Tiv[t are 6 
5 [alrayovas verou Kat KadupOn: 
[n|wepas atmvos Tis Kal Ta Tavovpynplata 
[elEaprOunoer: auTns Tis eyr[o: 
[uyjos ovvov Kat mAaTos 3 eis eotiv copos [poPe g 
[ylns Kat aBvocov Ka 25 pos adodpa: 
10 © goguuav zi{s] eftxve KaOn[plevos emt zou 
[a|oec Opovov avToui: 
[mplorepa TavT@y EKTL 4 KS autos exTioev [auTny ? 9 
[o]rat codgia: Ka edev Kat e€n[piOun 
[kat] cuveots Ppovyce 30 oEv avTny 
15 oS €€ alwvos: kat e€€xeev avuTyi|y emt 


[rnlyn codias Aoyos bv TAavTa Ta Epya [auvTou: 


Ou 


[erave . avtny |] 
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9-10. kas cogiay: om, Syriac and Latin versions. 

16-19. This verse (5), omitted by the uncial MSS., is found in cursive 248 and others 
and in the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and Sahidic versions ; cf. int. 

22. mavoupynplara : so SAC; mavovpyevpata iB 

23-4. Between these lines several cursives (not 248), the Syro-Hexaplar, Latin, and 
Sahidic versions insert verse 7 emotnun codias «rh. ; cf. int. 

24. coos: this word, though found in the Greek MSS., is omitted by Box-Oesterley, 
1.c., following the versions. In place of Il. 24-5 the Syriac and Arabic versions have ‘ One 
(there is) who hath dominion over all her treasures’. , 

28. «s: B alone of the Greek MSS, assigns this word to the previous verse. That 
avtny, the reading of the MSS., was added at the end of the line is not quite certain, though 
without it the line would be rather short ; cf. 1. 33, n. 

29. «dev: SO NC ; udev BA. 

33. Whether this line, which was written in uncials by a different hand in darker ink 
but intentionally obliterated, has any connexion with the main text is uncertain. The 
readings of all the letters except the first four are very doubtful, and there are several 
ink smudges on both sides of the papyrus which seem to be accidental. If emaye is right, 
the reference is perhaps to an omission by the first hand, i.e. of avrqy in |. 28 rather than 
avrov in |, 32. 


1596. ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL vi. 
10-7 X 5:2 Cm. Fourth century. 


A fragment from the lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex of ot. 
John’s Gospel, containing vi. 8-12 and 17-22, but with the loss of slightly 
more than half the lines. It was found together with third—fourth century 
documents, and probably belongs to the early or middle part of the fourth 
century, the script being a medium-sized semiuncial. °I(nood)s is the only 
contraction, and one high stop occurs (I. 41); pauses are indicated by a slight 
space in 1. 46, and probably by a larger space in the lacuna in 1. 49. The 
papyrus, though hardly so old as 208 (parts of i and xx) and 1228 (xv. 25- 
xvi. 31) and not very correctly spelled, is interesting on account of its early 
date, being probably older than 847 (ii. 11-22 on vellum). The text is eclectic 
in places (e.g. 1. 22), as often happens in early Biblical MSS., but tends, 
like 847, to support B rather than §, to which 208 and to a less degree 1228 
incline,or A. There are 8 agreements with B in the 10 places where B and 
s* differ, and in only I out of 5 places, where A differs from both § and B, does 
1596 apparently support A (I. 21, n.). A new order of words seems to 
occur in a passage where all three of the chief MSS. differ (ll. 40-1, n.). 


Recto. 
14 lines lost 
15 [avrov Avdpeas o adeAgos Sipolvos Ierpojv vi. 8 


[eoriv mratdaptoy wde os elyet TevTE apTous Ki) pl 9 


L596; b ol. JOHNS. GOSPEL VI 9 


[A:vovs Kar dvo oapia ad|Aa ravta Te eorw els 
[Tocovrous eumev o Is Totnajate tovs avOpmrovs 10 
[avamecey nv de xoptlos modus ev Tw Tom|w 

20 |averecav ovy ot] avdpes Tov apiO| pov 

[@oer mevTakio|xireLor edeBev ovly II 

[Tous aprovs o Is klar evyapioryncas €dal 

[Kev Tols avaKetmlevols ofowws Kat eK 

[Tov oapioy ocolv nOedov ws Oe 

[ 


even Onoay| reyet Tors pabnrais alu 12 


Verso. 


13 lines lost 


[xovTo melpav tins Oadacons es Kadapvaovy Ly 
40 |k|at oKxoTia dn eyjlelyjover Kat ov mpos auTous 

[elAnAvber o Is: 1 re Oladkacoa avepou peya 18 

[Aolv mveovtos dteyespero eAnAakores ovy 19 


@s oTad.ovs Etkoot mEvTE n TpLaxovTa Oewpou 
[oy Iv mepimaroujyra emt rns Oadacons 
45 Kal evyus Tov mAolou yivopevoy Kat 
epoBnOnoay o de [Aeyer avTous eyo Etpe 20 
2 Ln poBecOar nOejAov ovy rAaBeww avtov 21 


els TO mAoLtoy Kat e[vOews eyeveTo TO TAoLOY 
eml TNS YS Els nly UTNyov TN eETrav 


bo 
bo 


50 ploy 0 oxAos oO €a7|/nKws mEpav THS Oadracons 
idev ott mAotaptov [aAdo oVK NY EKEL EL LN EV 


16-18. The restorations of these lines, based on 8 and B, are quite long enough, even 
allowing for the slope of the column towards the left, which is noticeable on the verso. 
Hence it is very improbable that 1596 agreed with A and many later MSS. in adding 
ev after macdapeov in 1. 16 and de after emev in |. 18, 

Ig. xopt]os modus: so Nearly all MSS. ; odus xopros A. 

20, ovv ot| avdpes: this, the reading of NB &c., suits the space better than ov» 
ot av(Opar)or avdpes (A &c.). Some MSS. omit ovy or o, and 1596 may have had 
ov av( Opor)ot avdpes, Omitting ovr. 

21. [woe (A and most MSS.) suits the length of the lacuna better than ws (NB). 

edeBev: |. edaBev. 
ojy: sO NCABD and some others; de N* &c. 

22. evxaptatnoas ; SO AB and most MSS. ; EvXaploTHOEY Kat ND &c. 
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cda[xev: SO ND and some others; dedoxev AB and most MSS. 

23. kai: SO SAB and most MSS. ; d¢ xa D &c. 

40. [klae oxoria dy eyfe|y[over: so AB and most MSS. ; xaredaBev de avrovs n oxoria ND. 

40-I. ov mpos avTovs le |AnAvOec ty) I(noov)s : our@ eAnr. I(no.) mpos aut, 3 ovmw mpos avr. 
edd. 0 I(na.) B; ove eAnd, mpos avr. o (no.) A. There is not room for ovre here. 

AI. re: so most MSS.; de D &c. 

42. Sieyerpero: so B &c, ; dupyeipero SAD &c. 

43. os: sO NB and most MSS.; woe AD &c. ; om. a few MSS. 

aradious : so $2 Vel BAB and most MSS.; oradia N*D. 

43-4. OewpovjoiJv: the supplement in 1]. 43 is rather long; and_ possibly opalae|y 
occurred, though no such variant is known here. Before 1(noov)y the MSS. insert ro», but 
there is certainly not room for [ro|» here. 

46. o de: so all Greek MSS. except 8, which has kau, 

47. poBeba : |. poBerobe. 

49. emu tys yns: SO SCABD and most MSS. ; ene ryv yyy N* &c. , 

[ummyov: so all MSS. except 8*, which has umnvrncev. That reading is possible here, 
for the supplement (13 letters) is 3 or 4 letters shorter than would be expected, but there 
may well have been a considerable space before ty emavpioy, which begins a new section. 

5I. wey: SOND &c. (evdev) ; eddov AB &c.; ov some MSS. 


1597. ACTS OF THE APOSTLES xxvi. 


5:7 X 2-8 cm. Late third or fourth century. 
Plate I (verso). 


This scrap from the bottom of a leaf of a papyrus codex is tantalizing, 
for it belongs to an abnormal recension of Acts. The script is a good-sized, 
somewhat irregular uncial, which is certainly not later than the fourth century 
and may belong to the latter part of the third. M has the middle brought 
down below the side strokes; the top stroke of = is curved and the middle 
of W is slurred. Oeds is contracted, as usual. Whether stops were employed 
is uncertain. All that survives is 7-10 letters from the beginnings or ends of 
10 fairly long lines which covered xxvi. 7-8 and 20, and the reconstructions 
of the lacunae are in several places doubtful; but enough remains to show 
that the text presented many novelties. In ch. xxvi D (Codex Bezae), the 
principal rival of the current text, is defective ; but in ll. 3 and 8 there are strong 
indications of agreements between 1597 and some of the variants preserved in 
Old Latin MSS., so that the fragment seems to represent a very ancient Greek 
text akin to the ‘Western’, apparently avoiding some of the difficulties of 
construction and sense presented by the current text in this chapter. That 
a piece of the ‘Western’ text of Acts should make its appearance in Egypt 
is an interesting circumstance, but perhaps not very surprising. The reading 
of D in Matt. iii. 16-17 occurred in the Oxyrhynchus Irenaeus fragment (405 ; 


TUCO) Seed POST LES! XX VI it 


Part iv, pp. 264-5), and in other papyrus or vellum fragments of Acts from 
Egypt occasional agreements with D are found (in P. Amh. 8 at ii. 13, and in 
von Soden’s a8 at iv. 32). 
Verso. Plate i. 
To Owdeklagdudoy nuwv ev exe 7 
vlad VUKT|a Kal nuepav aTpever Ev ? 
eAmidc klaTavTnoal mept ns vuv? 


evkadou[at vio Iovdawy et? 8 


5 0 Os vekplous eyelpel ...... 


Recto. 


ameOns Tn ovpaviw omTacia ajAda Tos «vy 20 


[ 
[dapackw mpwror te Kat Tepo|oodopors Kafe 
[77 Iovdatca kat rows €bveciv] exnpvéa [ 

[ 


HeTavoe Kat emotpepety elme Tov Ov [ 


10 [agia THs peTavotas epya mpjaccovras [ 


1-3. The ordinary Greek text is év ekrev(e)ia wera Kal jyépav Autpetov emiCer karavrAoat 
(-noew B) wept hs eAridos eyxadoipar, but Cod. Gigas (13th cent.) which has zzs/anter nocte ac 
die deseruiunt in spe peruentre, de qua spe nunc accusor in place of the usual nocte ac die 
deseruientes sperant deuentre, de qua spe accusor, seems to be based on a Greek text closely 
allied to 1597. «Amd: in |. 3 makes a verb, not a participle, necessary in ]. 2; but whether 
ev should be inserted at the end of I. 2 is doubtful, for it produces 20 letters in the lacuna, 
whereas in |, 1 there are only 16 in the corresponding space. Line 1 is, however, very short 
compared with the lines on the recto, and possibly a dittography or unknown variant 
occurred in the lost part of it. If so, there was no appreciable difference in the length of 
the lines on the two sides of the leaf, and not only is there plenty of room for Aarpever ev in 
]. 2, but eAmdos, for the omission of which there is no parallel, can be restored instead of vuy 
in ]. 3, and Baovev inserted in]. 4 (cf. n.). But on the whole we prefer on account of 
]. 1 to suppose that the lines on the verso are somewhat shorter than those on the recto. 

4. After Iovdaiwv, before which many cursives insert ra», most Greek MSS. except A 
insert Baowded ; but Cod. Gigas omits véxv, and there may well have been a blank space before 
v. 8. There is no room for Baovhev here without creating a great difficulty in the restora- 
tion of l. 1; cf. the preceding n. How 1597’s recension of v. 8 was arranged is not clear. 
The Greek MSS. all have ri dimucrov kpiverar map’ piv, ef 6 Beds vexpods éyeipet, which is repro- 
duced in the Latin, and the omission of a line containing 7:. . . usw is an easy hypothesis. But 
in view of the other new readings in 1597 the passage may represent a genuinely different 
recension of a verse which comes into the context somewhat abruptly, and which Nestle 
wished to place after v. 23. 

6. Verses g-19, which are missing at the top of the recto, would occupy 33 or 
34 lines corresponding to ll. 6-10, if the text was approximately as long as the ordinary 
one; but 1597 seems to be somewhat shorter than usual. 

7. The restorations of ll. g—10, which are practically certain, favour the insertion here 
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of either re before ka with NAB (but not traceable in the Old Latin) or ev before Iepo|roAo- 
pos with A, but not of both. 

xa[t | tq IovSwa: this restoration, though implying a new variant, suits the presumable 
length of the lacuna in 1. 8 (if kau row «Oveow is retained) much better than kal: | rors Tovdavors, 
which would have the support of 2 omnem regionem cuders, the reading of the Cod. 
Colbertinus (13th cent.) and a corrector of the Cod. Perpinianus (13th cent.). NBA have 
magay Te tHv xopay tys Tovdaas, which is retained by Tischendorf in spite of the difficulty 
caused by the unexplained accusative, in later MSS. governed by an inserted es (so von 
Soden), That 1597, which was shorter here than the current text, had kale | ets macav thy 
xepav tys Iovdacas| and omitted ka rows ebveow iS possible, but less likely. f 

8. exnpuEa: amnyyeAdoy (NBA) is the best attested reading, and the numerous variants 
are all compounds of dyyéddev in some form, The Old Latin MSS. have adnuntare 
in some form, except the Floriacensis (6th—7th cent.) which has praedicauc, apparently 
representing éknpuéa, aes 

g. tov O(co)v: tov <dvra 6, some cursives, &c. (including von Soden’s chief ‘ Pamphilus 
group); cf. xiv. 15. 


1598. I THESSALONIANS iv—II THESSALONIANS i. 
Fr. 4 8-8x6-2 cm. Late third or fourth century. 


Parts of two consecutive leaves and an unidentified scrap of a papyrus 
codex, containing I Thess. iv. 12-II Thess. i. 2 with considerable lacunae. The 
script is a large heavy round uncial of the early biblical type, not so formal and 
calligraphic as e.g. 1166 (Part ix, Plate i), but, like 406, probably of the late 
third rather than the fourth century. The usual contractions of Oeds, “Incots, 
kUptos, matyp, and Xpiordés occur. No stops are actually found, but a >-shaped sign 
is used for filling up short lines. - The numbers of the pages, which are twice 
preserved (pp. 207-8), suggest that the book was a collection of St. Paul’s 
Epistles, and it is noteworthy that the usual order of these from Romans to 
I Thess. would exactly account for the preceding 206 pages. 

The text is interesting, being, as often, eclectic in character. It agrees with B 
four times against 8A, once with BA against §, twice with NA against B, once with 
SN against BA. In ll. 60,77, and 109 the papyrus clearly presented a longer text 
than any of the MSS., but in no case is the addition preserved, though fairly 
probable conjectures can be made. In 1. 70 the papyrus is shorter than the MSS. 
The unidentified fragment does not agree with the ordinary text of any passage 
in either of these two Epistles. A seventh-century vellum fragment of I Thess. iii. 
6-9, iv. 2-5 has been published by Wessely (Stud. zur Palacogr. xii. 192). 


Frs. 1+ 2 recto. Frys, 1+ 9 verso. 
a¢ on 
vos |xpetay exnte ov Oedo LI. iv. 13 jour@s epxeTar oTav Aeylwow y. 3 


2 
pey [de vas ayvoey ader 35 jelpnvn Kat aopadrera Tolr at 


1598. 


3 [pole [wept Tov Kolwpevov 


20 


bo 


JO 


~r 


85 


15 lines lost 
vou Kal ot veKpol ev Xw a iy. 16 
VaCTNOO|VTAL TPwTOV « fit 
TELT|A NMELS OL CwvTES 
or mepc\Alecouevor apa 
guy autos alpmraynoopeba 
ev vedeAalis els amravTn 
oly Tov KU els [MEpa Kal OUT 
mavToTe ouv [kw eoopeba wo 18 
7 lines lost 


Frs. 3 + 4 verso. 
J 


[8 
[upiy kat mpotoTjavi[olue vv, 12 


[vous vpwyv ev K® ka\e vou 
[OcrovvTas vpas| Kat nyet 13 
[c@ar avrovs €|K meptocov 

ev ayamn dla 7o| 
Tov| € 


[ e[plyoy av 
[ 
[maplak[adoupev de v\uas a 
[ 
[ 


elipnveveTle ev autos 

i4 
deAgor vovberette| Tous 
al\ra[k|r[olus mlalpaluvdero|Oe 
Tous olAlryowuyx[ous avTexe 

abe tov alable[vov ev vay ? 
pakpoOvpetie mpos mav 

TAS OpaTe py Tlls Kakov ay 15 
Tl Kakov Tit amlodw adda 
mavroTe To alyabov diwKe 


Te Kat els [aAAnAOUS KaL ELS 


TAV|TAaS TAVTOTE XALpETE 16 
adtal|deTws mpocevyxer be 17 
ev M[avTL EVXapPLOTELTE TOU 18 


18 lines lost 


I THESSALONIANS IV—II THESSALONIANS I 


60 


105 


Ito 


115 


13 
17 lines lost 
[dvcapevot Owpak|a more v. 8 
[ws Kal ayamns Kat| mepikepal 
[Aatav Amida olwrnpias oT [ 9 
[ovk €OeTo o Os| nas eis op| 
[ynv adda ets mlepemoin|oly 
[cwTnpias dia Tlov KV nov 
[Inv rov amobavor|ros vrep n 10 
[Mav mavray ? wie ejre yp\n 
6 lines lost 


tse e fect: 
[ ot] 


Kal Tept nluov acmacacbe yy. 26 
Tous adjehpous Tavtas ev 
PiArnpat|t aylw evopki¢w@ v 


pas tov Kv [avayvooOnvat 


27 


THv emioTloAny Tac ToLS 
adeAglors Tos aylois? mn ya 28 
pis tov [ku nuov Inu Xu pe 

0 vplor 


[pos Oeooa)roveuxles a a 
[rpos @cacarolveexejis B 


IIavdos Kat XtAjovavols] kac Ii, 1 
Tipobeos Tn exk|Anola 


pt nuov kar ko Inv Xo 
Xapls upiy Kat elpnvn| ato 2 
18 lines lost 


[ 
[ 
[Ocooadovetkewy €|v bw 
[pe 
[ 
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Fr. 5 (middle of a column). 


Verso. Recto. 

137 Jao[ }rof 144...) Inf 
Jal \recal 
vol |oer[ 


140 |xa[ 


1-2. Oedo|uev: so SAB and most MSS.; 6é\ some cursives, versions, and citations. 

22. ot rrep|t|Aleemopevor : SO most MSS.; om. FG &c. 

25. Tov k(vpto)v : SO SAB and most MSS.; some others have to Xpioto. 

26, ow: SONA &c.; ev B. 

35. tolr: the « is not usually elided here. 

56. 0 O(c0)s]| nuas: so B with some cursives; qpas 0 O(eo)s NA &c. 

59. [Ijv: so B and the Aethiopic version ; for Inv Xv, the ordinary reading, there 
is not room. 

umep : SO NCAD and most others; meps N*B. 

59-60. ni wov mavray ? wa: om. wavtravy MSS. No variant except ypnyopoupev for ypnyope- 
yev is knownat this point, but the traces of letters in |. 60 are irreconcilable with the ordinary 
readings, ae being nearly certain, though the other vestiges are inconclusive. 

67. mpowr|arfolue[vous: so SA, this being a common Egyptian form of the usual 
mpoicrapévovs. The reading is not quite certain, but suits the vestiges better than mp]oiora}- 
pe[vous, which seems to be the only alternative. 

69. kav: so SAB and most MSS. ; wore FG, 

70. €|k meptccou : umepexmepicoov SA and most MSS. ; umeperrepiusoas BD*FG. In iii. 
ro and Eph. iii. 20 there is no variant for umepexrepuogov, but in Mark xiv. 31 NBCD &c, 
read exmepioos in place of ex mepioaov. 

+1. The supposed traces of ¢[p]yov are very doubtful, but no variant is known. 

72. avrow: SO NO* &c.; eavtors ABD? &c, 

77. aloOlelvov ev vytv?: so Bartlet; the MSS. have nothing between ac@evay and 
prakpoOupeire, 

82. kav: SO NCB &c.; om. N*AD &c. 

104. kav: So BD* &c.; om. SAD¢ and most other MSS. 

106. evopxito (ABD* &c.) suits the space better than opxi¢@ (D> and most others). 

109g. adeAd| os Tots aytois: adehots N*BD &c.; aytows adeAors wed &c. 

rrr. After vpj@y the papyrus may have had apny with RA &e. 

112. The title agrees with SB*; other MSS. add emAnpaeOy or éredéoOn or eypady ard 
> AOnvav. 

113. The title agrees with SAB ; other MSS. prefix dpxerar, 

114. AJovaro[s|: so NAB &c.; some MSS. have 2:dBavds. 

Hef In(co) |v X(pror)@: so NAB &c.; X(picr)@ I(nov)v D and some others. 

144. This line corresponds in position to 1, 143, the upper part of the recto being lost. 
The first contraction was presumably some case of xtpios or Xprords, but 1. 144 cannot be 
combined with ]. 117. 


1599. HERMAS, PASTOR, SIM. VIII 15 


1599. HERMAS, Pastor, Sim. viii. 


24-5 X 19-8 cm. Fourth century. 


A complete leaf of a papyrus codex containing Sim. viii. 6. 4-8. 3 of the 
Shepherd of Hermas, this being the eighth Greek fragment of that popular 
work which has been obtained from Egypt, besides a few Coptic fragments ; 
cf. 1172. int. and Berl. Klassikertexte, vi, p. 16. The two pages are numbered 
72, and 73, the columns being slightly longer than those in 1172, where Sz. ii 
occupies pp. 70-1. The script of the major portion is a medium-sized upright 
semiuncial with a tendency to exaggerate the last stroke of a, x, and A. Some- 
thing seems to have gone wrong with the verso, where the original writing has 
been obliterated in ll. 5-6 and from 7 onwards, and a larger and less practised 
hand, which imitates the style of the first, takes its place up to the end of the page. 
The leaf was found with dated third-century documents, but the writing hardly 
suggests so early a date, and it more probably belongs to the fourth century, like 
1172, than to the last quarter of the third. eds and kvpios are contracted, as 
usual. Pauses are indicated by high stops and blank spaces. An apostrophe is 
sometimes used to mark elision or divide double consonants. 

The text is not very good, being prone to omissions, especially owing to 
homoioteleuton, as in ll. 19-20, 25, 27, 40-1; cf. Il. 3, 9, 18, 22, 24, 32, 33, 
41, 45, where 1599 is in nearly all cases clearly wrong. Other slips occur, 
e.g. inl. 29. But naturally the difference of nine centuries between the dates 
of 1599 and the Codex Athous, which for this part of the Shepherd is the 
sole Greek authority, expresses itself by a number of improvements in the 
older text. In five places (Il. 9 éAdAnoas, 20, 31, 37, 54) it supports one or 
both of the Latin versions against the Athous, which in 1. 54 had corrupted 
aitév to Aourdv, as discerned by Hilgenfeld. Of the other variants the most 
noteworthy occur in ll. 3-4, 5, 11, 25, 38, 42, 46, 48, 50, 56. Most of these 
are probably right; that in ll. 3-4 is apparently supported by the Aethiopic 
version. There are, as usual in Hermas papyri, several changes in the order 
of words (ll. 6, 30, 44, 47, 49, 52), where the evidence of the older witness is 
generally the more credible; cf. 1172. int. 

The collation with the text of the Codex Athous (ca) is based on Lake’s 
transcript in Macsimile of the Athos fragments of the Shepherd of Hermas, which 
supersedes Simonides’s transcript used by Gebhardt-Harnack and the imperfect 
collation of Georgandas. The information as to the Latin Vulgate and Palatine 
versions (L! and L?) and Aethiopic version (A) is obtained from Gebhardt- 
Harnack’s and Hilgenfeld’s editions. A new edition of the Shepherd is much to 
be desired. 
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Verso. 

oB 
amo tay towouray [router] n (en amelo7n| vill. 6, 4 
ot de tas énpas Kat aonmrovs emided@xolres| Kat 5 


ouTo”’ eyyUs avT@Y Nnoay UmoKpITaL Kal [dudjaxas 

ELopepovTes ETEPAS* KaL exaTpepovTe|s| TOUS 

Sovdous tov Ou: (2nd hand) pal[A]Piora de mad Tous nuap 
cnkores (2nd h.) pn agevtes a(ist h.)vrous (2nd h.) peravoev: 
adda Tats dLdaxals Tals papats melOovTes avTous 

ouToL ovy EXovoly EATLOA TOV METAVONTAL: Bremis 6 
de e€ avtwy petavevonkotes ap oTe ehadnoas 

avuTols Tas evToAas prov: Kale] ETL peTavonTwoLY 

ooo. O€ ov peTevonoay amwdeocayv THY WuxXnV 

avrwv: ogo. de petevonoay «€ avtoy ayablol 

ey[elvovTo" Kal eyeveTO 7 KAT OKLA auT@Y els 

ra TiXn Ta Mpota: Twes Je Kal eLs Tov Tupyloly 

aveBynoav: Bdemis ovy pnoty oTt n peTavola 

Tov apaptwroy any etxey To Oe pn peta 

vonoat Oavatov ocor de nurEnpous eme| 4. I 
Swkav Kal €V QUTALS TXLTPAS ELxoV' akovE TréE|pt 

avTav: ocev noav at paBdalt| nurénpous | 

dupuyor ecw Kal KaTadador pydemore eipnuiev 2 
ovTes ev eauTois: adda dtxooTaTovyTes Tay 

TOTE Kal TOUTOIS hyo eEMLKELTAL peTav|oLa 

Brerets now twas non €€ avT@y peTar|evo 

nKoTas? Kat ETL EATS EOTLY EV auTOLS peTalvoLas ' 


ooo. ov dyow e€ avTwy peTavevonkalat 


ioe) 


Bpadvrepov eis Ta TLXN KaTOLKNnO@OLY: 
ot d€ ov peTavonowo.v Tas mpagelo|ivy avT7wy 


Oavatw amobavouvTat: 


Recto. 


On 
ofcot dle xAwpas emidedwxores Tas paBdovs avTwy 4 


Kal [ox|opas €xovoas OUTOL TAVTOTE TWLOTOL KAL 


1599. HERMAS, PASTOR, SIM, VIIT a7 


aya\Oor| eyevovto exovres Se (nrov Tuva ev 
aN'|AnlAols wept mpwtioy Kat mept Sofas’ adda 
TAVTES OVTOL f@pol Elotv Ev aN ANAOLS' AAA Kat OV 5 
Tol akovoavTes Tov evToAwY pov ayabou 
25 ovTes exabapioay eavTous Kal peTEvonoar 
TAaXU EYEVETO OVY N KATOLKNOLS aUT@Y ELS TOY 
Tupyov eav d€ Tis avTwy Tadw emoTpagn 
es THY OLxoo|Ta|oLayv EK’KONANOnoETAL Tov TUpyoU 
Kat amoeot Thy Cwnv avTov' n (wn TavTwy 6 
40 €OTLY T@Y THPOVYTMY Tas EVTOAAS TOU KU 
kat Tas evtoAas Oe mept mpwtiov n mept Sogéns 
OVK €OTLY arAa TEpL pakpoOvsias Kat TEpL TaTL 
vodplo|jauvns avdpos ev tows de Towovros n <wn Tov KU 
ev O€ Tas dtxooTaTols Kat Tapavopois Oavatos: 
45 Tov de emidedwxotov tas paBdovs nutov yAwpas nuiou 8,1 
Enpas ovTol Eloly OL Tals TpaypaTials avToY 
evTeduppevol Kal Tols ayLols pn KON A@pEVOL 
Ota tTovto To nlutlov avtov ¢n Kat To nutov amebavey 
ToAAOL ovY akovoavTES TMV EVTOAWY fLoU [ETE 2 
50 vonoay ogol ovv pEeTEevonTav yn KaTOLKLa avTwY 
[ecs] Tov mupyov Ties O€ avT@y Els TEAOS aTEgTHoAY 
[ovro|t ovv peravolav ovkK €xovolw dia Tas mpaypa 
[Tlas ylap avrov eBracdn(undoay Tov KY Kal amnpynoavTo 
[alurov am@decav ovy Thy Cony avtoy dia THv To 
[ 


vyn|piav nv empagav moddAo de e€ avtoy edipvynoay 


Ow 


OUTOL OUVY ETL €XOvaly PETAVOLQVY EQAV TAXKU HETAVONOWOLY 


I. rowvrey: so ca and L?; L! adds ergo, A igt/ur. The termination of the word 
following roovrey is very uncertain; but, though the obliteration might be accidental 
instead of intentional, rowvy does not seem long enough. 

3. ovtow eyyus avtwy noav: obra eyyts adt@v’ joa yap Ca, supported by L'L? and A. 

3-4. [did]ayas ecohepovres erepas: Sid. Eévas cio. Ca. pravas in L'L? perhaps implies 
a different adjective, but A’s duplicem (doctrinam) seems to support erepas, for which 
cf. Gal. i 6 érepov etayyédvov. The Gnostics are supposed to be meant. 

5+ wall[A]Acora: or possibly pad duora. 

maior Ovi. (al, ILL 

nuaptnkores > paptnkéras ca; cf. 1. 9, where the accusative in -es recurs, and Jannaris, 
Hist. Gr. Gram. p. 120. 


Cc 
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6. acevres: aguerres ca in accordance with the other participles. 

QUTOUS PETQAVOELD ¢ poeravoety aut. Ca. 

7. mebovres: so ca and L* (detinentes) ; detinebant 1; seducunt A. 

g. €€ avtay: moddovs e& adr. ca with LAL 

PETAVEVONKOTES ¢ kal peravevonkoras Ca 5 lie, Ve 5, i. 

ap ore: ag’ is ca. 

cdadnoas: so L'L? (pertulist); edddnoa ca; nunteatum est A. Editors prefer édaAnoas. 
Cf. the passage immediately preceding |. 1, where ca has ¢AdAnoa, but L’ implies eAdAnoas. 

10, peTavontwo. : peTavonoovaely Ca ; cf. ll. 26-7 and Jannaris, Op. cit, Pp. 555: 

II. perevonoay: petravonsovow ca; egerit (v.l. egerunt) L'L?,  peravonaovow is probably 
due to a reminiscence of |. 10. 

Woxny: Conv ca; vitam LL’. 

1B. ayaé|ole ey|¢|vovro* car: om, L’. 

16. etxev: exer ca; mmesse (vitam) L*L’*, 

18. me[pu: Kal wepi ca; de (his) vero L*L?. 

19-20. au paBdale| nurEnpovs Supuxoe ecow Kar katadadot: ai paBdoe Kaba (1. kara) To adTo 
jplénpor Sewuxoi eiow* obre yap (aow ovre reOvnxacw. ot b€ nurEnpous éxovres Kal ev avtais oxLopas, 
odrot Kab dupuxo} Kal KaradaXoi eiow Ca, the omissions in 1599 being mostly due to homoiote- 
leuton; cf. int. The archetype of 1599 may well have already lost xara 16 adro, which is 
omitted by L? and A (¢antummodo L*). 

20. pnderore: ef nunguam L'L?A; kat pndé ca. kai pndémote Gebh.-Harn.; but kat 
is superfluous. 

22. kar: @dda kal ca; ef (Ads) quidem L'; nam et eee 

23. yon: om. ca, L'L*, 

24. ett eAmLs EOTW EV avTOIS petalvouas : ert, pyow, €atv ev avrois eAmis petay. Ca. 

25. ogo ovy: Kat door Ca; guacungue vero L*; guicunque enim Le 

peravevonkal or Bpadurepoy : petav. THY Karoukiay els TOY mipyov e€ovow. don de €& avtay 
Bpaditepov petavevonkacr ca. Cf. Il. 19-20, n. 

26. KkarouKntwow: -covow ca. Cf. 1. 10,n. The supposed stop may be part of the « of 
Kaloe in |, 2 

27. ov de ov perayonowa: SO Li, gut vero non egerint; scot dé od peravoodow adr 
éupevovor ca. Cf, Il. 10, rg—20, and 29, nn. 

29. ols: oica. Cf. ], 27 where the papyrus has ox for ooo. 

30, ovrot mavrote: maytore obToL Ca. 

31. de: om. ca; but sed LL’. 

32. do€as: J. dogs. dédéns twos ca with L? (dignitale quadam); L* omits guadam. Ci. 
Ne “uid, TH 

33. ev addAphous: add éxovres mepi mporeiwy ca, which edd. emend by inserting {jjAov after 
Zyovres from L habent inter se aemulationem de principatu and L’ de principatu certantur. 

35. exabapioay: exkabdpnoay Ca. 

37. avrwv: so L'L? (ecorum); om ca. 

ematpahy : emorpéwy ca; rediertt L1L*. In classical authors the passive was used in this 
sense; but cf. Matt. xii. 44 émuorpéwo eis rov ofkdy pov. 

38. exkoddnOnoerar: exBnOnoerac amd Ca; expelletur L'L?, — ékxoAday is not attested, but 
seems not unlikely here; cf. 1. 47 ros aysous py kohA@pevor, and « are often very similar 
in cursive hands from the second century onwards. 

40-1. Tw ThpovrT@y Tas evTo\as ToU k(upto)u Kav tas evrodas de: Tay Tas EvT, TOU k(up). 
fuducodvrov’ év rais évrodais Sé ca with L?; (vila enim) corum qui custodiunt mandata domine 
in mandatis consisht L.1, «a may be a mistake for kata, but ev rows de rovovrows Occurs 
ind 3. 


1599. HERMAS, PASTOR, SIM. VIII 19 


41. Soéns: SdEns tewds ca with LL?, 

42. taxwohplo|rvrns: tarewopporncewas ca; humelitatem animae 1; animd humil. L?. 
ramewoppoovyn Occurs several times in the N, T. and 1 Clem. and in the Shepherd twice, 
Vos. ili, 10. 6, Sim. Vv. 3.73 but for ramewoppdynors Stephanus only quotes Tertullian. 1599 
is likely to be right. 

43. & Tous Se rowovrois : ev Tois TovovTas odv Ca. LL? has for Il. 42-3 per patientiam . 
vitam homines consequentur. 

44. ev de rors Suxootaros : ev Tots Stxoorarois S€ ca. ev de has been corrected. Suyoordracs edd. 

45. tov de emidedaxotay : of d€ emedwdoxdres ca, rightly. 

nutov xwpas nucou Enpas: yu. pev yA. Hu. Se Eno. ca; LL? invert vzrede and aridum. 

46, ras mpayparias avtwy: év tais mpaypateias ca; negotiationtbus (cnvoluti) L*L?. 

47. Tos ayous pn KoMA@pEVOL: fut) KOAA, TOls dy. Ca. 

48. Kae To nurov arebavev: 76 S€ Hucov verpdv eare ca; Aimidium mortuum est L'; dimidiae 
morituae sunt L?. 

49. Tov evro\@y pov: pov Tay evT, Ca. 

50. ovy : your Ca ; L'L? om. ovo youyv peTevonaav. 

52. dea ras mpaypalrias ylap : Sid yap tr. mpayp. Ca. 

- 54. [ajvrov: Hilgenfeld’s conjecture for the meaningless dourdv of ca is confirmed ; cf. 
ef eum abnegaverunt L', eumque abneg. L’. 

56. ovww: om. ca; adhuc et his est regressus gui st cito... L*; quibus adhuc per celerem 

poentientiam regressio est L?. 


1600. TREATISE ON THE PASSION. 
22-5 X 7-3 cm. Fifth century. 


This and the next three fragments (1601-8) all come from works which 
do not seem to be extant, though in the absence of an adequate patristic lexicon, 
except for the Apostolic Fathers and Apologists, this is not quite certain. 
None of them is likely to have been composed before the third or fourth 
century. 1600, which is most of a leaf from a papyrus codex, contains part 
of a treatise on the Passion as foreshadowed in the Old Testament by 
various types such as Abel, Joseph, and Moses, and being therefore at once 
both old and new; illustrations from Deuteronomy and the Psalms are 
quoted. The verso clearly follows the recto, with an interval of perhaps not 
more than a single line at the top. The script is a good-sized round uncial 
of a formal type. The mound in which 1600 was found produced mainly 
fifth-century documents, and that century rather than the sixth is likely to 
be the date of the papyrus. The customary contractions for 6e0s, kupios, and 
Xpiotds occur. Pauses are indicated sometimes by high stops or blank spaces, 
but the employment of them is irregular. There are a few marginal corrections 
in a similar but not identical hand. On both sides of the papyrus the surface is 
much damaged in places. The restorations are largely due to Dr. Bartlet, who 
suggests that 1600 may come from Hippolytus, Hpos ‘lovdaious. 
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Recto. 


| Xlepev" o7| 
eyvaseeieee |. [.] meorews 


[.... €|k paKpov mpoo 


ere eens | ovr dy Kat To 





[Tov Kv mla0os ex pakpou 
Jobev dia de tv 

[rou dno ?|Oev onpepov 

[ev nuuy 2| Tuyxaver TETE 
[Aec@pe|piov .|a 

lemeaen atts Jas Kawvoly To\ 1a 
[Aavoy| voptcolpevoly 

leoTe ylap Kawvoly Kar mle 
[Aavoy to] Tov KU pvoTn| 
[piov mlaAatov pev Ka) 

[ta Toly vosoy Katvoy | 

[de KaTla THyv Xap arr ealy 
jamoBlNewns es Tov TUTO™ 
[kawlov own dia tys bv 
(doce ?Jws towvy ec Pov «al 
[Nec To] Tov KU puoTypLo [ 
[yve|var amoBAe ov 3[n2 
[ets rol ABer: tov ds aed 
[gov dlovevopevoy eis 
[rov..|... Tov opoltws 
jontiah a |]. . ofopevoy 
[ets toly Iwan: Tov o 
[Holos mimpaoKope 


[vov] els Tov Movoea 








[Tov| ofo.ws exTLOe|| pevov 


TrEpL 


40 


on 
OL 


Verso. 
[oly opoiws.... pe 
vov els Tous addovs 
TOUS Ofol@s |KAKWS Tra 


amrof| Nexpov oe 


Kar ets Tov ev |Hoata ws 


TXOVTES 


mpoBarov of axbevta 
Tov TwaTagay[Ta....-- 
Kal TwoavTa |ToAdous ? 
Tov alipjaros [..----.-- 
Sia mr polpurixns [ypadns ? 
7\0 Tov| Ku pvoTn| ploy 
0+... pevoy o |pev yap 
Mavons mpoe pntevoe 

Kat oecOe Thy [fanv v 


pov Kpepmaper|nv Epmpo 


, obey tov of bad(pov v 


f@v vuKTos Kal |npeEepas 
KQl OV TLoTEVoNT[E ELS THV 
Conv vypwv o [de Aaved 
clrev wa te edpvagey eOvn Ka 
Aaot ewedernoaly KEeva 
TapecTycav ot Pa oiAes 

TNS YNS Kal ol a\pxovTeEs 
auvnxOnoav emt To av 

TO KaT@ TOV KU Kall KaTa TOV 
Xv avrov ps OKs ech anten 
€.S ws apvioy jes opayny 
ayopevoy Tov [...+..-- 


ENOYITAVTO s oo es sens 2s 


Fr, 2 recto. 


LOOU REALISE OVE THER “PASSION 21 


‘ Thus the Passion of the Lord which was (foreknown) for a long time and revealed by 
a pattern, to-day finds itself fulfilled in us . . . new which was thought old. For the mystery of 
the Lord is new and old, old in respect of the law, but new in respect of grace. But if thou 
wilt consider the pattern, thou wilt see that it is new by the giving (?) of God. If then thou 
wishest to know the mystery of the Lord, consider Abel who was killed through his brother ; 
. . who was likewise . ..; Joseph who was likewise sold; Moses who was likewise exposed ; 
... who was likewise . . .; the others who likewise suffered evil things. | And consider also 
him who in Isaiah was slain as a sheep, who (was ?) struck . . . and saved (many), Concern- 
ing the blood . . . the mystery of the Lord is (revealed) through prophetic writing. For Moses 
prophesied ‘‘And ye shall see your life hanging before your eyes night and day, and ye 
shall have no assurance of your life”. And David said “ Why did the nations rage and 
the peoples imagine vain things? The kings of the earth set themselves and the rulers 
took counsel together against the Lord and against his anointed”. Whom . .. they 
considered as a lamb led to the slaughter .. . 


8-Q. reTeAc@pevov OY retehecwevoyv Would be expected, but hardly fills up 1. 9, which 
is shorter than the rest and perhaps ends a sentence. 

17. tov tunov; the reading is very doubtful ; but neither waAavoy nor ro madatov is satis- - 
factory, and cf. 1. 6, It is not quite certain that a fragment containing the supposed 
0 of rumov, v in ]. 18, and the top of the v of Gov and eq{ in |. 19 is rightly placed here. 

1g. The marginal note apparently corrects « Boudec: to eav Bovdn. Ay may have been 
written in the margin below eav or at the beginning of ]. 20, or possibly eav | [Bov]|A[y 
should be restored at the ends of Il. 19-21. 8[ is, however, preferable in |. 21; cf. n. 

21. There is a space between amoSdewov and 8[, which perhaps belongs to a marginal 
addition beginning in 1, 19; cf.n. 8[e is not wanted, aroBdeWov being the apodosis of « 
Bou[de (but cf. 1. 33, where there is room for de); and 8[y is more likely. 

22. The readings after ASeA are very uncertain, but rov uo rou | [Kaw  lovevopevor does 
not suit the vestiges. oe 

24-5. es |rov [olaak tov opows [uo mp|s chafopevor is unsuitable, though ofopevov does 
not suggest an appropriate word. 

2-3. maloxovtes: cf. 1599. 5, n. 

34-5. Cf. Isa. liii. 7 as mpdBarov emi oayiy ry4n and Il. 56-7. 

30. matagar|ra : mataxGevra would:be expected. 

43-8. A loose quotation of Deut. xxvili. 66 «ai gorar 4 (on cov Kpepapern amévayte 
tov 6pbarkpav cov, kai PoSnOnon Hyuépas Kal vuxrds, Kal ob mirTeVoELs TH Con Tov. 

49-55 = Psalm ii. 1. 

56-8. Cf. Psalm xiii, 22 eAoyicOnuer os mpdBara opayys and ll. 34-5, n. 

59-60. This unplaced fragment, being blank on the verso, presumably came near the 
ends of lines ; but at the ends of ll. 13-15 there is apparently nothing lost. It is not clear 
which way up it is to be read. 


1601. HOMILY ON SPIRITUAL WARFARE. 


12-7 X 10-2 cm. Late fourth or fifth century. 


The lower part of a leaf of a papyrus codex containing a homily of some 
kind on the warfare of the soul, largely concerned with Joel i. 6 (Il. 2 sqq.) and 8 
(11. 23-8), but also referring to Hosea iii. 3 (Il. 29-30) and perhaps the Pentateuch 
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(1. 32). For much of the reconstruction we are indebted to Dr. Bartlet. The 
script is a medium-sized semiuncial of the late fourth or fifth century, with 
occasional high stops and the usual contractions of 6eds and probably kvpuos, but 
not of viés. Abbreviations are found on the recto, which probably followed 
the verso, and these perhaps occurred at the ends of lines of the verso also. 
Brown ink was employed. 


[.Jomer tov vou [oT €Ovos aveBn 
emt THY YynVv Tov [KU LOXUpOY YN 
yap gnow a Woyxlat Tov ayloy 
Kat 4 Wuxn Tov violv THs ammAel(as) ? 


On 


eOvos e€ovolwy T\ov Koopov ToU 
TOU KGL TVEVMLATLK|N EOTLY NELLY 
n Tadn Kat avaBawel avto? toxv 
pov Tuyxavov Kall avev apt 

10 Opwv wy n TeTaplTN...---- 
KaTa TovTo yap AEAlEKTAL ava 
pOuntov tovtov [de tov eOvous 
[01] odovtes AEovTlos oTL O ayTL 
[du]jkos Upwr dtaBodrlos mepimarec 


15 ((\nt@v Katamev |........+. 


Recto. 


KEpavynon pimTe 


V a@uT@Y aTro\AVGL 


i) 
1) 


| 
| 
|pov mepitiOnowy de 
| omep OnAovTar ev 
| 


Tns petallv]] 7avra 
Opn|vyncov mpos pe 


1601. HOMILY ON SPIRITUAL WARFARE 23 


oak|kov emt Tov avdpa avr(77s) 
25 Aleyer nv Opnver em 
To\vs dtkatovs Tovs ev TH 
] to Oo Opnvew Se 
olre evnarevo(av) Kat eOpnvevoa 
lv eAdey(ev) Done yvvatk(t) mop(vevovon) 
30 oTt KaOnon| er Emot Kat ov py Topr(evons) 


|. lol. ..]. pax ) ore mpar(ov) pev 
|. eypawrev Matvions ott eav 


elriOup( ) tyv €€ €Ov(ovs) exkAnord 


Tlov7( ) av7e Tov pwn ws €Ouk( ) 


2-15. *... because “‘a nation is come up on the land of the Lord in strength”. By 
‘‘land” he means the souls of the holy, and the soul of the son of destruction by the ‘nation ” 
of the powers of this world; and our wrestling is spiritual. And it “is come up being strong 
and without numbers”, of which the fourth ...; for on this account it has been called 
numberless. Of this nation “the teeth are those of a lion” because your adversary 
the Devil walketh about seeking to devour... 


1. lonely: the first and third letters might be o, and the same applies to Joper in I. 2. 

2-3. Cf. Joel i. 6 Gre eOvos avéBn emi rHy yhv pov ioxupdy Kat avapiOunrov, of dddvtes 
avrov dddvres NévvTos, Kal ai piAat adrod cKUpvov. 

6. s of eOvos has been corrected. 

7-8. Cf. Eph. vi. 12 6re ode €or jpiv 7 mddn mpos aiua kai odpka, GAG... mpos Ta TVEv- 
patTika THS Tovnpias. 

13-15. Cf. x Peter v. 8 6 dvridixos tpay duiBodos, ws Newv wpudpevos, wEpiTaret CyTwY tiva 
Katamin. 

18. kepavynon: Kepavvoty is known, but apparently not xepavvety, 

23-4. Cf. Joel i. 8 @pnynoov pds pe Umép vupny tepteCwoperny odkKoy em Tov dopa avTns TOY 
rapenxév. There is not room here for meprefooperyy, unless it was contracted, and certainly 
not for umep vupdny as well, so that the quotation was probably not verbal; cf. Il. 2-3 and 
29-30, nn. 

29-30. Cf. Hos. iii. 3 kat elma mpds airy, “Hyépas moddas xadnon em’ uot, Kai ov pu 


TOpVvevans . . 
1602. HOMILY TO MONKS. 
12-5 X 10-8 cm. Late fourth or fifth century. 


A leaf of a vellum codex containing apparently the beginning of a sec- 
tion of a homily to ascetics on the spiritual warfare as illustrated by the 
history of Israel. The vellum is stained and shrivelled in places, rendering 
the decipherment sometimes difficult, especially on the verso (the flesh-side ?), 
where the ink is fainter; and we are indebted to suggestions of Dr. Bartlet 
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for several readings. The script is a good-sized uncial of the early biblical type, 
not quite as old as 406 (Part iii, Plate i) or 849 (Part vi, Plate i), but pro- 
bably of the late fourth century rather than the fifth. O is written small and 
the middle of W is slurred, as in 1597 (Plate i). Stops are freely employed, 
these being generally in the middle position, but double dots and a mark like an 
apostrophe are also used. A breathing is inserted in 1. 4. Oeds, Incods, “Iopanar, 
kvptos, Teja, and Xpiords are contracted. Some remarkable expressions occur 
in ll. 32-7. 


Recto. Verso. 
oTpatiwtar Xv. akovoare 70 Xv Iv owes xkata rag 
TAKLS EK YXELPOS AVOUwY oO Kal KAnpov: (kal) pepiopoy a 
Os €ppvcTaTo TOV Ind. Kat HE . ik 


R ae Bovres va Xpuv Kadorabov 
Xpl ov Ta mpos Tov kV ETH 


2 T€S umTo Tov rAaov avnpeOn 
5 povoay ovkK améeoTn am avT@: 


i) 


5 gay. avnpeOnoav’ amoora 
ek xelpos yap Papaw cow meee 
TES TVOS C(wvT0S KaTa 

GeV QAUTOY OVTOS avopLoU- soe 


kat Qy Bactreals alvoatore Tas [avjouias avT@y: eo 


parrnloav| Tns KAnpovope 
aS. TNS AlwvLoU. Kal VYUY a 


pov: kat Adap. pet[a Tlwy addo 


10 guA@v. Kat emer Ta Tpos Oy 


o deAglot] peevate viknrat- 
eTnpovoay. eTt edwKer 3 Plot] pe il 


ss pewlalre ews ay viropewa 
aUTOLS EK Kapmrou THS LaxU Sunes 


os emayyEelAapevos yny Tes k[vlpwpev THv mpocedev 


; a s olv TNVv TpOS KV» KaL GU 
Xavavaiov. Kat vreTake cee ie 
g@utov Kat omAov evdo 


15 avTos Tous adAogvaAous. Eon = 
35 Klas AaBopev Xv Iv. avto 


K@L PET QUTA OTH EV TNH E 
pnp® Kat Ty avudpe |] ac] 
TApETXEV > ETL TOVTOLS 
mpopytas egemeprpev- 


20 KnpvaoceEly TOY KY NUw 


UTEp nuov duvTa eavTo 
ynt [[kac]] ovrws ws eorw- 


Kat tapadaBere Tov Aoyor 
o7Tt 7va dvvapews eT € 


40 OXATM T@OVY KAaLP@V.... 


‘ Soldiers of Christ, hear how often God delivered Israel from the hand of the lawless, 
and while they kept the things pertaining to the Lord He did not withdraw from them—for 
He saved Israel from the hand of Pharaoh the lawless, and from Og, a more unholy king, 
and from Arad with the men of other nations, and when they kept the things pertaining 
to God He still gave to them from the fruit of strength, having promised to them the 
land of Canaan, and He subjected to them the men of other nations—and again how 
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He supplied them in the desert and waterless place, and in addition He sent forth prophets 
to herald our Lord Christ Jesus, men who receiving in order and lot and due portion 
the spirit of Christ and suffering ills from the people were put to death. They were 
destroyed because they departed from the living Spirit after their own lawlessness ; they lost 
the eternal inheritance. And now, brethren, remain conquerors. Remain until having 
endured we attain the approach unto the Lord, and receive as innate and a shield 
of well-pleasing Christ Jesus, Him who planted Himself for our sakes on earth so as He is; 
and accept the word, because a spirit of power in the last time...’ 


4. etnpovoay: this form of the imperfect was introduced in the second century B.c. ; cf. 
Mayser, Grammaitk d. griech. Pap. aus d. Ptolemiierzeit, p. 323. 

9. Adap per[a rlov addopudwy: ’Addp is a Jewish month, not a proper name, and seems 
to be corrupt, probably for ’ApdS the Canaanite (Numb. xxi. 1-3). 

12. kaprovu tys ioxvos: a phrase apparently meaning ‘ spoil’. 

17. xa has dots above it; cf. 1. 37. 

23. The correction (if the supposed vestige of « above the line is really ink) may be by 
the first hand. 

25. avnpeOnoay : the subject reverts to avros in |. 15, i. e. the Jews. 

32-5. We have not been able to find a parallel for the expressions in these lines. 

36. guvra is used transitively, as if it were @voavra. The traces suit @ very well. 
Cf. pu for épuce in two British Museum Greek inscriptions, nos. 1004 and 1074, discussed 
by J. A. R. Munro in Class. Rev. 1917. 142. 

37. yne: the dots above xa: indicating deletion are clear, but the scribe does not seem 
to have also placed dots over ym. He (or the preacher) apparently meant ev yn. 7va 
cannot be read instead. For yj as equivalent to human nature Bartlet compares Barn. vi. 9 
dvOpwros yap yn eat. maoxovTa. 

38. Noyor: i.e. the preacher’s discourse probably, rather than the Gospel. 


1603. HOMILY CONCERNING WOMEN. 
21-I X 13-3 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 


The upper part of a column of a roll written in a large sloping uncial hand 
of the fifth or sixth century with light brown ink. The subject is a diatribe, 
addressed probably to ascetics, against the female sex, through whom the Evil 
One is wont to exert his wiles. E-xamples from the Bible are cited in Il. 1-11, 
a passage which seems to be modelled on Hebr. xi; the rest consists of a more 
general condemnation. A contraction ay(ye)Aous and stops in the high and (more 
commonly) middle position occur. 403 (Apocalypse of Baruch; Part iii, Plate i; 
fifth century) is a somewhat earlier specimen of this type of uncial, of which sixth- 
century specimens in smaller hands occur in P. Cairo Maspero 67097 verso 
(i. Plates xxviii-ix) and 67177 verso (ii. Plates xix—xx). 


[.. . yuvatk ?|a tov Oupiov de 
Pe beac ttt ].+ dia yuvatkos toly copwrarov 
| 


olAjoljuwva mpos mapaBacw [mapnyaye ? 
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dia yuvatkos Tov avdpiwrlatov Yapryov 
5 évpnoas etugdwce dia y\vvatKkos Tous 
vious Hr tov sepews edadlicas extave ? 
dia yuvaikos Tov ovpavoy {..... Tora 
edumge- Ola yuvarkos TOolV.......- 
Iwond ev pud(ax)n decpevoais........ 
10 Ola yuvaikos Tov TavToT|.......-. 
Twavvny ametepev. Te Ol€ vpy Epo 
dia yuvatkos Tous ayAous [........ Ka 
TeBare Oia yuvaikos mavTals.......- 
TavTas Povevel- TavTas at[ipacer ? 
15 yuvn yap avaidns ovdevos peidera ? 
ov AeviTny Tia ovK lEepea OlU.......- 
ov mpopnTny adeitat mlavTov ..... 
KakloTov yuyn tTovnpa |mlavtj@v ..... 
eav O€ Kal TAOUTOY EXN TH TOY|NpLaA aUTNS 
20 [ou|vepyouv7a: diocoy To Kakoly ........ 
[.|rog@ . [.] . aBepamevrov [........- 


‘... the wife of Uriah ...; bya woman he turned aside the most wise Solomon (?) to 
transgression ; by a woman he shaved and blinded the most brave Samson; by a woman he 
dashed to the ground and (slew) the sons of Eli the priest ; by a woman he. . . and perse- 
cuted heaven; by a woman he bound the most... Joseph in prison and. ..; by a woman 
he cut off the head of the all... John. What shall I say to you? By awomanhe... 
cast forth the angels; by a woman he .. . all, he slays all, he dishonours all. For 
a shameless woman spares none . . ., honours not a Levite, reverences not a priest, 
not a..., nota prophet. A wicked woman is the worst of all (ills?), the ... of all; and 
if she also have wealth as her ally in wickedness, the evil is double . . . 


7. There is hardly room for more than a participle at the end of the line. Gen. vi. 
1 sqq. seems to be referred to; cf. 1. 12 and II Peter ii. 4. 

10, mavron|: Or mavtoy|. mavron| abn by itself is too short, but another word may have 
followed. 

12. Possibly [ax ovpavov kalreBade: cf. lL. 7, n. 

EA es is rather short and ar[imous mover can be read; cf. 1. 15, 

15. ederar: or feldopern .... 

16. ofv mpeoBurepoy and olvk aroorodoy are rather long, but o|v BaovXea is possible. 

17. Perhaps ml avr@y Kak@y OF (wor, 

21. € can be read in place of ¢. to (wor aéeparevroy is too short, but it is not quite 
certain that a letter is lost before ro. 
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Il. NEW CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS 


1604. PINDAR, Dithyramoés. 


Breer Yrs x 253 cnt. Late second century. 
Plate I (Fr. 1). 

To the valuable papyri of Pindar already obtained from Oxyrhynchus 
(cf. 1614. int.) have now to be added two fragments of a roll containing his 
dithyrambs, an important section of the poet’s works hitherto represented only 
by the first 18 lines of an ode for the Athenians about Semele (Fr. 75 Schroeder) 
and a few short quotations. Two of these from the same dithyramb fortunately 
occur in the papyrus, thus establishing its authorship and character, while another 
Pindaric citation from an unspecified ode is also present. The larger fragment 
contains the middle portion of two columns, of which the first comes from a point 
near the conclusion of a dithyramb probably for the Argives, the second from the 
beginning of a dithyramb for the Thebans. The smaller fragment belongs 
to a third ode, possibly for the Corinthians, and may have preceded the other 
two instead of following them. According to the ios Huvéddpou prefixed to the 
Codex Vratislaviensis there were two books of his dithyrambs, and the scholiast 
on O/. xiii. 25 states that in the 1st (book) Pindar attributed the discovery of the 
dithyramb to Thebes (Fr. 71). This claim is likely to have been made in an 
ode for the Thebans, which may well have been the second of the three poems 
in 1604. If so, all three odes probably belong to the 1st book. Little can 
be made of the first and third dithyrambs owing to the loss of the beginnings of 
lines, but the first 30 lines of the second are nearly complete. In the recon- 
struction and interpretation of this difficult papyrus we are indebted for a number 
of valuable suggestions to Professors J. B. Bury and A. E. Housman, Sir John 
FE. Sandys, Mr. H. Stuart Jones, and Mr. E. Lobel. 

The dithyramb according to the usual view, which has recently been disputed 
by Professor Ridgeway,' was originally a song to Dionysus, as the paean was a 
song to Apollo, but enlarged its scope in the time of Pindar’s predecessors, Lasus 
and Simonides. The latter wrote dithyrambs entitled Awropa and Memmnon, and 
perhaps one on Danaé, if the well-known fragment about her comes from 
a dithyramb rather than from a Opivos. Pindar and Bacchylides belong to 
the middle dithyrambic period. Later dithyrambic poets exercised greater 

1 Class, Rev. 1912. 134-9, Class. Quart. 1912. 241-2. 
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freedom in their choice of subjects, and in Roman times ‘dithyramb’ seems 
to have been applied to any lyric poem which contained a narrative concerning 
the heroes ; cf. Plut. De Mus. 10 and Jebb, Bacchyl. p. 39. Concerning the form 
and character of the dithyramb hardly anything was known before the discovery 
of the Bacchylides papyrus; but in this the last seven odes (xiv-xx Blass , 
xix and xx are mere fragments) are generally regarded as dithyrambs, though 
this classification of them is not altogether free from doubt, for, while xvi is 
called a dithyramb by Servius (c. 400 A.D.) and in 1091, it is in fact a paean to 
Apollo, and xix might be a tuévauos. The titles of these odes are ’Avrnvopidar 7) 
‘Edévns arratriors, [‘Hpaxajjs], Hideo. ) Onced’s, Onoeds, "1d (AOnvators),” Tas (AaKeda- 
povios), and [Kacodvdpa?]. Dionysus is introduced only in xviii, the essential 
feature of these poems being the presentation of a myth. The metre is in 
only one case (xiv) dactylo-epitritic, which is generally employed in the epi- 
nician odes; but the division into strophes, antistrophes, and epodes is found 
in four out of the five well-preserved dithyrambs, the fifth having only strophes. 
The introduction of ‘ free verse’ (4moAeAvpéva), not in strophes, is ascribed some- 
times to Melanippides, a younger contemporary of Pindar (so Jebb, a. cit. p. 46, 
Weir Smyth, Greek Melic poets, \iii), sometimes to Lasus, or to Pindar himself 
(Crusius in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 1214) on the evidence of (1) Horace, 
Odes iv. 2.10 seu per audaces nova dithyrambos verba devolvit numerisque fertur 
lege solutis, (2) Pseudo-Censorinus, c. 9 Pindari... qui liberos etiam numeris 
modos edidit, (3) Fr. 75 about Semele, which is thought to be in ‘free verse’, 
(4) Pindar’s reference in Fr. 79 to his predecessors’ poetry as cxoworévera, which 
has been supposed to imply division into triads as contrasted with his own verse. 

The new find, so far as it goes, does not contribute much to support Horace’s 
description of Pindar’s dithyrambs. Apart from cxoworevera (II. 1) there are 
only two new words etaumvé (I. 13) and dxvaymreé (IIL. 12). Dithyramb I 
was certainly arranged in triads, II either in triads or, less probably, in strophes, 
while the remains of III are not long enough to show the arrangement. Hence, 
in the absence of any definite evidence for supposing that Fr. 75 is in ‘free verse ’, 
that fragment can quite well be regarded as parallel to the first strophe of II, 
which is of about the same length. Fr. 79 happens to occur in II, and the 
recovery of the context of that passage so important for the history of the dithyramb 
shows that Pindar was not referring to the distinction between triads and amo\eAv- 
peva. The metre of II, and probably of III also, is dactylo-epitritic, that of I 
logaoedic, like Fr. 75. There are some irregularities (cf. II. 4-6, 8-11, 12, 13-14, 
15-16, 19, 30, nn.), but hardly more prominent than those in the epinician odes. 
With regard to the subjects of the dithyrambs, the title of II was ‘ Heracles 
the bold or Cerberus’, an episode also treated by Stesichorus (Fr. 11), another 
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exploit of Heracles being treated by Bacchylides (cf. p. 28). I was appa- 
rently concerned with the deeds of an Argive hero, perhaps Perseus. The 
subject of III is uncertain, for the extant fragment comes from a part of the 
dithyramb in which Dionysus was apparently addressed. He is also promi- 
nent in IJ, and is referred to in I, so that Pindar’s dithyrambs were clearly 
more of the nature of Dionysiac odes than those of Bacchylides. There is no 
trace of any of the three odes having taken the form of a dialogue such as 
Bacchyl. xvii. On the whole the impression created by the new find is that 
Pindar as a dithyrambist was distinctly conservative, and the innovations 
introduced in the fifth century B.C. were not due to him. 

The papyrus was found in the mound which produced 1082-3, 1231, 1233-4 
&c., but it is doubtful whether it belonged to that collection of lyric and 
other texts. The handwriting is a medium-sized, rather square and sloping 
uncial resembling that of 223 (after a.D. 185; Part ii, Plate i) and the 
corrector who inserted two missing lines in 1284. 2. ii (Part x, Plate iv). That 
the main text was written before, not after, 200 is made probable (1) by the 
title of II, which is in a small cursive hand employing y-shaped » and appa- 
rently different from that of the main text, (2) by the numerous scholia in 
another, still smaller cursive hand, referring to questions of reading or interpre- 
tation. These marginalia, which are practically contemporary with the main text, 
are very similar to those in 1234, and seem to belong to the second century 
rather than the third. The main text was originally corrupt in not a few 
passages, especially in III, and has been subjected to considerable revision. 
One of the correctors, who is responsible for the readings above the line in 
II. 27 and III. 9 av, is possibly identical with the original scribe or with the 
writer of the title, but more probably different. A second corrector, to whom 
we should assign all the other interlinear readings, is certainly distinct from 
the original scribe, the first corrector, and the writers of the title of II and 
the scholia. A few mistakes of spelling have escaped correction; cf. II. 8— 
I1, 21, nn. An elaborate coronis, similar to those in 1284, occurred at the 
beginning of II, but there is no paragraphus after II. 18, where it would be 
expected. Accents, breathings, and marks of elision or quantity are not 
infrequent, being mostly due to the first hand, but in some cases added by 
the second corrector. The stops (high points, except two in the middle 
position in I. 10(?) and II. 14) seem to be all due to the first hand, like the 
occasional diaereses. 

I. Only the upper part of the column is of any value, but the slight 
traces of Il. 25-38 are sufficient to show that they correspond to Il. 11-24; 
cf. the reference to the antistrophe in 1. 20 schol. Lines 1-10 evidently belong 
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to the penultimate epode, which may have begun several lines earlier. The 
concluding epode is lost. To judge by the length of lines in II, not more 
than to letters (i.e. 4 syllables) would be expected to be lost before Il. 7-12, 
and 2 more letters before 1]. 2-6 and 13-17. A shorter lacuna at the begin- 
ning (4 letters) would suit 1. 15, but in ]. 14 one or two words seem to be 
lost before dé]éere. That the poem was for the Argives is indicated by the 
references in ll. 6-7 to the building of a city (Tiryns or Mycenae ?) by Cy- 
clopes in Argive territory, and in 1. 9 to the house of Abas. The mention 
of the Gorgons in l. 5 suggests that Perseus was the subject, and possible 
mentions of Danaé and Acrisius or Proetus occur in Il. 1-3; but Phorcus himself 
(I. 5), apart from his being the father. of the Gorgons and Graeae, is not known to 
be specially connected with the Perseus legends. The new strophe apparently 
introduces a change of subject. After a reference to the Dionysiac gathering 
and an address to the Muses, in 1. 15 begins a narrative of an adventure of 
some one who seems to be newly mentioned. Phorcus and probably the 
Gorgons again occur, and Bury would refer this passage, not Il. 1-10, to 
Perseus. The approach of the end of the ode and some parallelisms with 
Fr. 75 suggest that Dionysus himself might be meant. Possibly Frs. 254 and 
284 are to be connected with this poem; cf. ll. 1 and 17, nn. The metre is 
logaoedic. Some of the lines (e. g. strophe 1 and 3) might be regarded as 
ending in dochmiacs, but these belong to tragedy rather than to lyrics. 
Strophe Epode 
Some lines lost (?) 





DEE NO LO INS trove? 
at 7 tr 
vu |—-u-—-—| 

luu--uUs ju Puv-¥i 
Uy Vy Ue ee ev j-vvu-{ 
- i _ aes YU af 71 r 
§ SQ OSS Yao — nO CRC 
OBO eC OO ll Ol Yj—~—-Yvu-?| 
> : : 
f Say) Ue mer y——vy—| 
1 2 * 
u Were pes 
j—-vuu¥ Ts te) ae 
i! Ju P—v— to ju 
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IJ. This dithyramb for the Thebans was evidently well known in antiquity 
on account of its opening reference to the cyowvorévera dovdy and cav Ki3dndor, 
which is quoted by several writers (Fr. 79") and enables ll. 1-3 to be re- 
stored, Another passage a few lines later (Fr. 79), quoted by Strabo alone, 
had been much corrupted in the MSS. of that author; in a third fragment 
which occurs (Fr. 208) there are also marked differences between Plutarch’s 
citations and the text of the papyrus. Frs. 81 and 249 also have some points 
of connexion with II, but are probably from different poems; cf. 1. 1, marg., 
n. The ode begins with a contrast between the older and newer form of 
dithyramb in favour of the newer, which claims inspiration from the festival 
held in honour of Dionysus at Olympus itself (ll. 1-8). There follows in 
ll. 8-23 a picturesque and vivid description of the celestial festival, and a 
characteristically grandiloquent reference to the poet himself, which leads to 
the subject of Thebes and the ancestry of Dionysus, whose mother Semele 
was the daughter of Cadmus and Harmonia (Il. 23-30). The poem breaks 
off shortly before the end of the antistrophe, where Dionysus himself was 
apparently being addressed. An epode probably followed; cf. p. 28. The 
metre is dactylo-epitritic, like that of Fr. 74°, a corrupt quotation from 
Pindar found in Epiphanius, which has been assigned by Schroeder to the 
dithyrambs. The main:subject of the poem, Cerberus, is not reached. 


Strophe. 

Y 
—u-— Ye VE HUY BON IN IS NS 
-uU-- - Ure Ue 

YU 
Ure HU Re eH er UU —y-— YUH He eu 
. 
Vu re UnH eH HK vu uVUH-Y-—U-—-- UY 
SUS -—uU- 

Se Sy NS LE OS RS Te) I 
Ure HU Ur Ua Ue He He UU Rr 

YU 
SO SS FU Fe HF UG Ue = 
SS - UR eK He Ue er 


III. In this dithyramb about 10 letters seem to be missing at the beginnings 
of ll. 5-14, and about 5 more in Il. 15-25. There is no metrical correspondence 
in ll. 1-21, and whether ll. 22-6 correspond to some of ll. 1-10 or not is 
uncertain. Probably part of the fragment belongs to an epode, unless indeed 
this poem was in dzodeAvpeva. Dionysus is apparently addressed in ll. 6 sqq., 
being invited to join in the festival celebrated at a certain city. Bury would 
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regard this as Corinth on the evidence of the ‘ neigh 
some other indications ; cf. ll. 14-15, 18, 22, nn. 


bouring rock’ (I. 10) and 
The metre is apparently 


dactylo-epitritic, with perhaps an admixture of other rhythms. The scheme 


of Il. 3-19 is 
j|-?vu-v¥ 12 j¥--vv 
Jus J-v-- 
5 jueevil-vee-- eee 
Fit. Colas. Plate. 
|gmodaval 
|pAeyovTav| 
|ovavaktal 
lAecBopevove . | 
5 lvoerarepayopyov| 
|KAOTrov-mTONLC a A [ jay. gyvroo.800"S.oayTwr = 
vevapyepeyaror . . [ frees eee 
\roguyevtecepatadopov is 
\yrdéBavtoo 
Ke) Jcev . tougeteviloyrooukuKkAwmrer dtovuctaKov 
|SatpoverB popadcbowv aim peTrer 
|kopupav 
\Oémev: evapvuKer 
. \gereriporoarbadocaorday 
16 lyapevx opau-dey ov7ideBporox 
at epkoo 
JagvyovTavivKkepedavarpacr 
|popkoto'avyyovovTraTepav Kopav 
y 
\rov7’e“odov- 
20 ]. caveay an[.].° eavmepiol 
lpomevor TPebavtioTp° 
lov 
lAcyoetrempaov 


| 
25 Jepav 
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jy-v[v]-v-- 15 | 
u-[ey]--v- Jn n ua | 
oe Ju?-v-- 
Ju--ven-ve-? J-v-e-| 

To J¥—--vu--veYuvy| juPuu--|[u-P 





10 TOUS 


15 


ZO 


25 


Ui uy is eo 


I. [4PPEIOI.] 


] a6 Aaval em. & 
 Aeyévroy [| 
lov avaxta [ 
] AetBopevoy 6. [ 


joe trarépa Topyéviev 


Ko]kr@rrov- TTONS apa oi? Jav. s fv 76 ot & 6 ov(tTws) St0( ) aire, 
ar 3 Glyvonoavtes 5€ To(tTo) Os codorkiopo(d) 
M7 ev “Apyet PEyaro@ .. [ Ovros petayp(adovaty) eis ot. 


ro (vyévtes Epara Sdpov 
wr “ABavros, 


eer. tous’ éEeviLovro ot KixAwtes. Avovucrakdv. 

Be vA ? te: us 

evldarpdvarv Bpopidds Ooiva mpére oTp. B 
] Kopudav 


| Oéuev> evdutruces 
aél€er rt, Moioat, Oddos aodav 
Uupe] yap evyouat. déyovtt de Bporoi 
te \ £ a ad 
ja gvyovTa viv Kat péeAav Epxos aApas 
Koupav ?| Pépkoio, avyyovoyv marépwr, kopav 
v 
|rov 7 “odor, 
] _tav éav an[.].o0( ) €dv tepia[o(as) 
mp(ocaxPev?) €& dvriotpo(dijs). 
Jp@pevov. 
— vjiov 


] Aeyo(pevov) én’ emtpaxov. 


au -v ULL ——lepay avt. B 
D 


34. 


oo 


35 


Spacl 
nparAno 


axepBepor 
O@nBaroe 


190 


15 
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Two lines lost 


]reAeTato- 
jav OKEVTTEepLOTO F 
] . valato 


JuavOavator| 


] 
JAao 


] 


Fini. | Colt.» Plated: 


[ 


$n 


b6 

KaiTooa| 

Svamem|.Jaf. esse eee JrvaAa, 
KAoloWWeEdi[. . . + \déreo 
blavBpomiov|. . . .\rav - 
Kaimapackal. .jovdioroupavidas 


evpeyapolat|. .|vTi-oepvaipevKaTapXet ioravm 
patepimapyl. .|dAatpomPorrupTaver: 


evOexéyAad|. .|\Kporanr arbopevare 
daicuTogar|. .|toumevKkato* 

. ; 
evdevatd@veply OouToLaTovay at 


paviait adadl. || Aa||reopiveravpavyeve 
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I. x. Either Aavdfas (referring to Perseus) or Aava[od (e.g. tpirov| dd A., referring to 
Acrisius or Proetus) or Aavaléy or else |a 7é8a v .[ can be read, the last letter being quite 
uncertain. Pindar Fr. 284 from Schol. A Homer = 319 airn de (Aavan), Ss pnow Iivdapos Kai 
rou rwés, ePOdpn ind tod marpadéApov adris Upoirov, dGev avrois kal atdows éxwnbn might refer 
to this dithyramb. 

3. Possibly ’Axpiclor. The first letter might be » or z, but hardly r, so that I poi |rov 
(cf. ll. 6-7, n.) is unsatisfactory. Lobel suggests Avx}or, referring either to Proetus or 
Iobates, king of Lycia, who restored Proetus. 

4. The doubtful 6 can be a or A. For AcBdpevov cf. Py, xii. g tov (sc. Opjvov) . . . die 
AeiBopevov dvomevOei ov KapaTo. 

5. The letter before ce can be «, 4, ¢, v, or. For Phorcus (= Phorcys), the father of 
the Gorgons, cf. 1. 17 and p. 30. 

6. Bury suggests mpéyovdy re Ku|kAoror, Phorcus being grandfather of Polyphemus 
through his daughter Thodsa. 

6-7. The scholium is obscure, but seems to refer to the distinction between of (= éavr@) 
and oi (= aid), and oi with or without an accent presumably occurred in the text. Whether 
the traces of a word following peya\a: belong to the text or a scholium is uncertain; 7[ is 
possible. Bury proposes arddus Gp[d of | dédunro (or TETUKTO) keiva|v év "Apyet peyddor | éxva. 
The city in question was probably either Tiryns, which was built by the Cyclopes for 
Proetus, as described in Bacchyl. x. 59-81, or Midea or Mycenae, of which Perseus was the 
legendary founder (Paus. ii. 15. 4), being assisted by the Cyclopes (Schol. Eur. Or. 965). 

8-9. If Cvyéres is to be taken literally, tr|ro: and tko|yr (Stuart Jones) are probable ; 
but épara suggests that the context may concern music, and Bury proposed éppryye & dy]voe 
Cuyévres épard Sdpov | dxeov ava oxide|vr’ ”ABavros, comparing Homer A 334 knAnduo & eoxovro kara 
péyapa okidevta, vplvor is, however, unsatisfactory, for if the doubtful letter was v the middle 
stroke ought to have been visible, so that m (xéu|rov? Bury) or 7 or . « is preferable. The 
‘house of Abas’ means the palace at Argos; cf. Py. vill. 55 “ABavros edpuyxdpous dyuids. 

to. The stop after JAeev is not quite certain, and 6 can be read for X. Bury proposes 
trois & doy éxy|deev, based on the scholium, in which tous is apparently quoted from the text 
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and Avovvotakey refers to a different word. For éxy]Aeev cf. II. 22 and the Homeric verse 
cited in ll. 8-9, n. The objection to it is that Pindar elsewhere uses the contracted forms 
in imperfects. 

11-13. A new strophe begins here. Bury proposes something like dAW’ dvdpav ed |Saipdvev 
Bpomiade Goiva mpémet | épyoure 2éyor] ee | emixepiowt] Oéuev, Cf. Mem. ix. 8 GaN dvd pev 
Bpopiay pédppryy’, ava & avdov em’ adtav bpoopen immiov deb\wv Kopupdr. 

13-14. evdprvé is not found elsewhere, but éAccdprvé, Kvavapmv€, Aurapaumvé, and Xpuodparvg 
occur in Pindar. For dé |fer” (Bury, Stuart Jones) cf. OL. vi. 105 euav 8 vyvav te& edrepres 
avOos. Before it Bury proposes Hepoet vu», in order to explain ww in 1.16. Bpopl vu is also 
possible ; cf. 1. 17, n 

15. type] was suggested by Bury, who proposes an epithet of dodav, e.g. KAvrav, 
before it. 

16. Regarding wy as Perseus, Bury proposes AeBvas medija (or yoad]a) puydura. xip]a 
(Stuart Jones) is also possible. If Dionysus, who according to Paus. ii. 22. 1 attacked 
Argos from the sea, were meant (cf. 1. 17, n.), Secpja (Lobel) would be suitable ; cf. Eur. 
Bacch. 610 sqq- It j is not clear whether épxos was simply omitted by the first hand or was 
intended to take the place of dAyas. The corresponding line of the antistrophe hardly 
projects as far as would be expected if it contained equivalents of both words; but the 
collocation €pxos GApas occurs in Py. ii. 80 dBdmruords eipe heddAOs Ss Umep & a., where 
@\uas is usually connected with dBdamrioros, not épxos, and épxos is thought to mean 
‘net’. This parallel makes us disposed to retain both words, and to regard them as 
a periphrasis for the sea, like the scholiast on Py. ii. 80, who explains €pxos as emdyvera, 
‘surface’. 

17. kopav points to a word like it in the text, either a synonym or kopay differently 
spelled (xovpav?) or wrongly accented (cf. II. ro, n.). The Graeae or more probably the 
Gorgons (cf.]. 5 and p. 30) must be meant, and the line may have begun with és followed by 
a word | implying ‘ abode’ (rav ?). Pindar Fr. 254 from Apollodorus i il, 38 abra d¢ ai vipat 
mrnva cixov medida Kal THY KiBiow, Hv paow eivar mnpar. Tlivdapos d€ Kat “Holodos ev Aomids emt rot 
Ilepoéws kth, may have referred to this dithyramb. ovyyovoy marépav is obscure. If the stops 
before and after these words are correct, they seem to be in apposition to vw, which is 
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unsatisfactory. As Stuart Jones remarks, otyyovoy would be expected to agree with a word 

_ like dperdy in the next line. arépwv is probably the plural of amplification; cf. Fr. 75. 10 

Bpdpuoy bv 7° “EptBdav re Bporot kadéopev, yovov tmdray pev Tmatépwv peAmepey yuvarKay Te Kadpetay 

&uorov (v. 1, Zevédqv). The resemblances between this passage and Il. 15-19 (Sporol.. . marepwv 
. . Guodov) suggest that »» might be Dionysus, not Perseus ; ef, 1,00; .0, 

18. |v is not visible on the facsimile. 

1g. |rov: or |. cov. y Of epodor is corrected from r. 

20. The marginal note refers to édv, which ‘is rejected (?), being superfluously introduced 
from the antistrophe’, i.e. 1. 34, which ends éJév and also contained a superfluous word. The 
last letter of an[.].0( ) might be 8 or A, but am[oB]éA(Aerar) and drodo(kipdterar) are not 
satisfactory readings. 

23. The o of Aeyo(pevov) is not raised above the line, as would be expected if the word 
is an abbreviation ; but |Aeto is inadmissible. 

28. In the margin are traces of a scholium. 

34. éldv: cf. 1, 20, n, To kev weptooov would be expected ; cf. 1. 6, schol. 

Il. ‘Heracles the bold or Cerberus. For the Thebans. 

Formerly both dithyrambic song issued from the lips of men long drawn out and the 
sigma under suspicion; but now new gates have been opened for sacred choirs: they (sing ?), 
knowing what manner of festival of Bromius the celestials by the very sceptre of Zeus 
celebrate in their halls, Beside the majesty of the great mother of the gods begins the 
beating of drums; therewith swells the music of the castanets and the torch blazing below 
the yellow pine-brands; therewith resounding laments of the Naiads, wild dances and 
shouts are stirred in the fury of tossing the neck on high. Therewith moves the almighty 
thunderbolt breathing fire, and the sword of the god of War, and the valiant aegis of Pallas 
rings with the hissing of countless serpents. Lightly comes Artemis the lone huntress, who 
has yoked in the Bacchic revels the race of most savage lions for Bromius, while he is 
enchanted also by the dancing throng of beasts. Me too, a chosen herald of wise words, 
the Muse raised up to pray for prosperity (?) for Hellas with its fair dances and chariot- 
pressing Thebes, where of old, as the story tells, Cadmus by high design won sage Har- 
monia as his bride, and she hearkened to the voice of Zeus and became the mother of 
offspring famed among men. O Dionysus, . 

I Marg. Opac[vs] HpaxAzjs 4 KépBepos: Heracles is called @pacvpayavos in Ol. vi.67. For 
other examples of alternative titles of dithyrambs cf. p. 28. It is tempting to connect with 
this ode Pindar Fr. 249% (Schol. AB on Homer ® 194) “Hpakdns eis “Atdou xatehOov emt Tov 
KépBepov ovvéruye MeAedypo TO Oiveas, ot kal denOevros yjpat thy adeApry Andverpay, émavehOov eis Pos 
gomevoev eis AirwAlay mpos Oivéa, katadaBav S€ pynorevdpevov trv Kdpnyv “Axeh@ov Tov TAnGLov ToTapor, 
dterddacev adr@ ... Soxei S¢ rev ev rH “EANASe TrorapSv péyrtos eivar 6 “Ayeh@osr O10 Kal way 
Bap rH Tovrov mpoonyopia Kadeira. 1 iotopia mapa Twddpp. But Fr. 249? (221. ix. 14), which 
seems to belong to the passage in question about the Acheloiis, is in a different metre, 
mpbcba pév o *Ayedwiov Tov adoiddtatov edipwmia Kpdva Médlavd|s re motanod poal rpépov Kddayov. 
A fragment concerning Heracles from a dithyramb (Fr. 81) is quoted by Aristides ii. 70 
bre Kal érépwbe pepynuévos mrept adra&v év SiOupdpBo twit oe 8 eyo wapdyw (rap dup Boeckh, 
napa vw Bergk*), pnoiv, aivéw pev, Unpvdvy, ro S€ pay Aci (At Hermann) @iArepoy cry@pe mapurav. 
The metre of this from aivéw ... mdumav corresponds to II. 1-3 «.8|, and the words preceding 
aivéo might correspond metrically to the end of an epode; but the capture of the oxen of 
Geryones is a different exploit, and Fr. 81 is likely to belong to another dithyramb. Fr. 169 
(Plato, Gorg. 484 b, Aristides, ii. 68, Schol. Pind, Vem. ix. 35 vépos 6 mdvrav Bacideds krh.), 
which mentions Geryones and is in dactylo-epitritic metre, but does not correspond to the 
extant part of II, and Fr. 168 (Athenaeus, x. 411 b, Philostratus, Zmm. ii. 24 8(0)1a Body Peppa 
kth.), which refers to the devouring of an ox by Heracles at the house of Coronus, an 
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episode connected with the capture of the Cretan bull (Apollod. ii. 5. 7), and is not in 
dactylo-epitritic metre, certainly have no connexion with our dithyramb. 

y=—3 (== Er, 79°). Cf. Strabo x. 469 padprupes 8’ of momral rdv TowovT@Y brovoey (sc. con- 
cerning the Curetes and Corybantes)’ 6 re yap UWivdapos év T@ OcOvpdpBo ob 1) dpxn mpw per 
clipe axoworovias (axowworeverd edd.) 7 aoa (v. 1. dowat) Si6vpapBov (-8@ most MSS.), punoGeis 
de (de om. most edd.) ray mepi rov Aidvucov byver téy Tre mada@y Kai TOY votepov, petdBas amd 
TovTwy nai? coi pev Kardpyxee (kardpyew edd.) parep mapa peyddat (v. 1. peyddoe: peydda mapa edd.) 
poipBoe (pduBoe edd.) xupBdrov, év Sé keyhddav (keyAddew edd.) xpéran’ aidopeva re bas (dais some 
edd.) td EavOaior mevnars (= Il. 8-11), THY Koweviay Tay mept Tov Awvucov drodexOevrav vopiper 
Tapa tots "ENAnoe kat Tay mapa Trois Ppv&i wept thy pntépa trav Oedv cuvorkeav adddAnAows, Athen. 
X. 455 D Ilivdapos d€ mpds tiv dovyporombeioay Bdnv, ws 6 adtdés Gnot KAé€apyos, oiovet ypihou twos 
€v pedorrouia mpoBrAnbevros, @s TOANGY ToUT@ mpookpovdvray bia Td Suvardy (ddvvaroy edd.) etvar amro- 
oxéoOa Tod oiypa Kal Sia TO jy Soxiudcev, eroince (corrupt ?)* mply ev eipre cxoworevia (1, -Téveud) 
tT dowd Kat To cay TiBondov (KiBdndrov edd.) dvOpemoas, x. 448 xaOdrep of dovypor Kadovpevor THY 
yptpor? dOev Kai Livdapos mpos 7d & éeroingey ddqv (corrupt ?), xi. 467 a ro d€ cay avril rod oiypa 
Awpixas eipjxacw. of yap povorkol, kabdrep ToAddKis Aprord&evds not, Td olypa héyew mapyTodvTo 
dia 7d oKANpdoTopoy eivat Kai dverritnSetov avAG . .. Kai Livdapos dé pynow mpi pév Apme cxXoworeverd 
tT aoa kal rd cay KiBdndov awd otopdrwv, Dionysius, De comp. verb. 14 eat 8 of Kai doiypous 
Odas @dds eroiovv’ Sydot dé TodTo Kai Iivdapos ev ois nov’ mpw pev fpme cxoworera havyevta (or 
other corruptions) S:dupdpBev kai 7d cay KiBdndov (v. 1, Ki@dadov) dvOporos (v. 1. -rot). From 
these varying forms of |. 3 Hermann restored kai 76 cay KiBdadov dvOpdamoow dnd cropdrav. 
The termination of the line is wanting in both ll. 3 and 18, but there is no reason to doubt 
Hermann’s restoration; cf. for the metre l. 7. 

I. oxoworévera: this is formed on the analogy of 7dvérera, povcoyevera, &c,, and means 
‘stretched out like a rope’, ‘ prolix’; cf. Philostr. Herozc. i. 14 pr) dmoreivew (ra Gopara) pnde 
cxoworern epyatecGa. It does not refer to division into triads, for II itself is divided into 
triads or strophes; cf. p. 28 and 1. 3, n. 

2. The division dou|Sa d:6vpay8er would be expected from the arrangement of Il. 19-20, 
but 6a (or 6) 8{ does not suit the traces of |. 2, and the real dividing-point of the feet is 
probably after doda here and ¢ev- in |. 20, 

3. kai rd oaly KiBdadov: the meaning of this isa long-standing difficulty. Athenaeus and 
Dionysius (cf. ll, 1-3, n.) supposed that it referred to the @dai dovypo, i.e. of Pindar’s pre- 
decessor, Lasus, Athenaeus x. 455 c proceeding to quote a line without o from Lasus’ hymn 
to Demeter. The epitomator of Athenaeus, followed by Eustathius, p. 1335. 52, misunder- 
standing this, attributed the composition of odes without o to Pindar himself. Boeckh and 
Dissen translate xi8dyAov ‘pravum’, supposing that it refers to the mispronunciation of o in 
the Dorian dialect (so also Donaldson and Weir Smyth), and that Pindar meant to contrast 
the old-fashioned odes in which o was used with the new kind without o invented by Lasus, 
Pindar himself reverting to the old-fashioned type. Sandys (translation of Pindar in the 
Loeb series), connecting «i8dnhov (sc. qv) with dvOpemoow dd oropdrey, translates ‘ when 
the sibilant san was discarded from the lips of men’, i.e. was rejected as spurious. 
The mutilated condition of Il. 4-5 leaves the context obscure in some points, espe- 
cially as to the precise nature of the transition to the account of the Dionysiac festival in 
Olympus (cf. ll. 4-6, n.); but it is tolerably certain that the new kind of dithyramb which 
is contrasted with the old is not the dithyramb of Lasus, but of Pindar himself, as is also 
shown by the definite reference to himself in 1. 23. Hence Boeckh’s view of Pindar’s 
relation to the two kinds of dithyramb is just the opposite of what the context demands. 
Sandys’s translation gives the right kind of sense, but dyOpamoow ard oropatwy is much more 
likely to be dependent on épze than on x«i@6adov, and the position of r’ indicates that épze, not 
jv, is to be supplied with xi@dadov. We are disposed, therefore, to regard 10 cay xiBdadov as 


42 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 


a reference to Lasus’ dai dovypor, ody being used as the equivalent of ofyya, and KiBdadov 
comparing it to base coin which when produced is rejected, and implying a contrast with 
Pindar’s own use of oc, which was unrestricted. 

4-6. dvamén{rla[yrar d€ and mika were suggested by Sandys, viv by Lobel, xv]|kdoroe by 
Bury. The slight vestiges towards the end of the line suit mvda{: rather well, especially 
the m and A (for which a is the only alternative); but the preceding lacuna is rather, short 
for the proposed supplement. The metre of |. 4 is fixed by ]. 22. For opening the 
‘gates’ of song cf, O1. vi. 27 midas tyvev dvarirvapev, Nem. ix. 2 avanemrapévar Eeivor vevixavrat 
Odpa, Bacchyl. Fr. 5. 2 ovd€ yap pacrov dppnrwv éméewy midas cEevpeiv, xv|kdoroe refers to the 
KvkALot xopoi Of the dithyramb. To find an anapaest short enough for the lacuna before 
e|iddres in 1. 5 is difficult. If mvAa{e is right, ejiééres must belong to a new sentence and may 
refer to yopoi (e.g. something like coo oi ¢|id.); but Bury would connect it with the 
preceding line, suggesting dcamen[p|a[yaoe 8 ———U xi|krouoe véav [copot eb €|iddres | otay 
Bpduuios [id|éay xrd., and comparing /Vem. 1x. 3 GAN énéov yAvady tuvoy mpdooere and Eur. 
Bacch. 471 7a & Opye éari tiv’ idéav €xovtd oor; veav for veat, Bpoptos for Bpopov, and 16 Jeav for 
rede|rav are possible readings; but rede|ray (Sandys) suits ioravre particularly well, and the 
metaphor of the gates is attractive. For Bpopéov [redelray cf. Py. ix. 97 vKdoavra ce kal 
Tederais wplas év Tladdados ciSov, Bpopiot is inadmissible. The metre of 1. 5 is somewhat 
abnormal. After a choriambus is an anapaest and a cretic, or else an ionic a minore and 
iambus. For anapaests in dactylo-epitritics cf. e.g. Py. i. 2, 6, iii. 4; for ‘iambic catalexis’ 
cf. Ol. vi. 5, Mem. viil. 14. . 

7. The last syllable of Odpavidac was marked long by the first hand, short by the 
corrector, who wished to indicate (rightly) that the word was nom. plur., not dat. sing. ; cf. 
I. 8 epara. The syllable is long as a matter of fact, but there was no point in marking it 
long at the end of a line, unless indeed the first hand wished to connect it with éy in 1. 8 
and scanned -paviéa: ev together in spite of the hiatus. But, as Housman remarks, the 
metre of |. 8 corresponds to e.g. Py, iv. 296 dadareav pédppeyya Bactdtwy rodirais, and in each 
case the phrase — v VU —v v — comes both before and after, so that a is to be regarded as 
merely a slip. 

8. The last syllable of the line seems to stand by itself (cf. the preceding n.), as 
frequently in Bacchylides’ dactylo-epitritics. In Pindar’s there seem to be instances of 
hypercatalexis in Frs. 29-30 (from an dros), 

i[o(r)d\re: there is not room for ora in the lacuna and the marginal terdvr indicates 
that the main text was in some respect different. If there had been a wrong accent over jj it 
ought to have been visible, and there is no doubt that the first hand read todyrt, a Doric form 
not found in Pindar but quite suitable in itself. icdvr: would make sense (cf. €|idéres in 1. 5), 
but ioravre is preferable. 

_ 8-411. cenva... meveais: this passage (Fr. 79>; cf. ll. 1-3, n.) is quoted by Strabo 
with several corruptions or variations, oot for ceuva, warep mapd for parept mdp, polpBor kuuBddov 
for popBor rupmdver, and Kexdddov for kéxAad[or] (or -d{ev]), Misled by oot, modern editors were 
unable to restore the passage on the right lines. The confirmation of the schema Pindartcum 
kardpxet... pduSor against emendations is interesting. Another instance occurs in]. 13 paviar?’ 
ddan at] 7” dpivera, which had been obscured in the quotations of this by Plutarch. Two more 
occur in Il, 18-19 of the fragmentary dithyramb for the Athenians (Fr. 75); in the epinician 
odes this construction is rare. xvp8ddev may have stood in Strabo’s text of II, but rumdvev is 
likely to be right; cf. Catullus, Azys 9 fypanum, tubam, Cybele, tua, mater, initia, which may 
even have been an imitation of this passage. Bergk referred to this dithyramb Fr. 80, a quotation 
from Pindar in a Herculaneum fragment of Philodemus, De pief/a/e, which is restored Ku¢[Aa] 
par|<p Ocdv|. The metre may well be dactylo-epitritic, but there is no place for Fr. 80 in the 
context of the reference to Cybele in ll. 8-9. Owing to the lacuna at the end of 1. 27 the 
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correction Of rvmavev to timavev is not absolutely certain, for ya[pve. (Bury) can there be 
supplied instead of yal weray (Housman) ; but, as Housman observes, ]. 9 seems to be 
unrhythmical as it stands, since uv v — — in this metre is not elsewhere followed by ——v -, 
unless there is a break between them, as at OZ. vi. 4~5 and Bacchyl. viii. g—10, and scribes 
have often written rvumavoy where authors did not ; e.g. Hom. Hymn. xiv. 3, Eur. Hel. 1347, 
Aesch, Fr. 57. 10, Apoll. Rhod. i. 1139, Anth. Pal. vi. 165. 5, and in the Catullus passage 
cited above the MSS. give ¢ympanum against the metre. With rumdvev 1. 9 will have the 
rhythm of OV. vi. 2 kxiovas os bre Oanrov péyapov. ‘The point of Ea[Oalior as applied to mevcas 
is not clear: Dissen explains it by the colour of the fire. With Il. ro-12 cf. Soph. Aniig. 
1126-9 oe & imep SAdhov rérpas arépop Imame Aryvis, &Oa Kwpvecar oretyovoe Nippae 
Bakyides. 

12, ev d€ NaiSov: — v — u corresponds to — v — — (apparently) in |. 30; cf. 1. 19, n., 
and e.g. OJ. 11, epode 7, 4,5, 

13-14. These lines are thrice quoted by Plutarch, (1) Quaest. conv. i. 5. 2, (2) vii. 5. 4, 
(3) De def. orac. 14, copied by Euseb. Praep. evang. v. 4, p. 185, and Theodoret, Graec. 
aff. cur., ed. Gaisford, p. 374. In (2) pavias 1’ ddadais 7 dpivdpevor occurs, the quotation 
being accommodated to Plutarch’s sentence; (1) and (3) have dpwopevev for dpiverar; (1) has 
eplavyent, (2) and (3) pupavyent for bWavyevt. Both Optvopevav (which would correspond to 
Naidev in |, 12) and pupavyert seem to be ancient variants (Theodoret, of. cé¢., p. 375 coins 
a verb pupavxevety from the quotation), and pupadxyem, which occurs nowhere else, is, as 
Housman remarks, more appropriate than ipatyer to both «Adve and Naidev: cf. 
Catull. Awys 23 ub capita Maenades vi tactunt hederigerae, Cic. LI Verr. iii. 49 cerviculam 
tactalurum, Eur. Bacch. 864 S€pav eis aidépa Spocepov pintovoa. The metre, as he observes, 
does not help much in deciding between pupavxem and iavyxen, for though with pupaiyen 


the scheme of 1. 13 VU —-YVU—-¥—U———v-™ corresponds to the last verse of the 
epodes in Py, ili, e.g. ]. 23, - uv v — can generally take the place of — u— -, and is pre- 
ceded by UV v — — and followed by — u—in e.g. Mem. xi. 14.  pup-(or by-)adyxere is appa- 


rently the end of a member of the rhythm with sy//aba anceps, and a member of the rhythm 
also comes to anend after ody xAdv@, as the hiatus there proves, so that these two words have 
to constitute a whole member ; cf. |fAdoxopa:| in Oi. vii. g and |aldvos| in Py. v. 7. The 
alternative is to write dv «dévw, but there seem to be only two examples of é%y in Pindar’s 
MSS., and not one is*established by metre, though cf. 1614. 9. 

adaNai]: the first hand seems to have written adad[a}\a originally. ‘The final Aa was 
then crossed out and « no doubt added above [a], but whether the scribe himself or a 
corrector made the alteration is uncertain. Several of the MSS. of Plutarch have adda: for 
d\adai, but the third letter here is more like a than 4, and the loop of it, though narrow, does 
not seem to be a correction. 

15-16. kepavvds dunvéoy nip: cf. Fr. 146 mip mvéovros a re (Pallas) xepavvod ayyiora defcav 
kara xelpa marpos (jpeva). In 1. 15 —~Y —v occurs twice, very likely as equivalent to —-u —— 
in the antistrophe (lost); cf. Il. 12 and r9, nn. 

17. ddkdeooa: in Ol. ix. 72 and Py. v. 71 d\kdevtas is found, but the metre here requires 
ae to be separate syllables. The scholium perhaps indicates a variant, but may be no more 
than aiyi[s accented; cf. ]. 19, n. 

18, This verse is a Srnowydpeov. dd[ewv is a gloss on dpakdrtwr. 

19. pippa & eiow: — UV — uv here corresponds to — vu — — in]. 1; cf. Il. 12, 15-16, nn. 

oiorddos : this word, which seems to have been wrongly spelled but rightly accented by 
the first hand, was wrongly accented by the corrector; cf. 1.17 and I. 17, nn. otomddos 
daiveov (unnamed) occurs in Py. iv. 28. 

20. The syllable ¢ev- really belongs to l. 19; cf. 1. 2, n. 

21. The misspelling Baxyeras is not corrected. a[yporépov was suggested by Sandys and 
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Bury; cf. Wem. iii. 46 Nedvrecow dyporépois. Bpoyio (Bury) 1s required to explain 6 6¢ in 1, 22. 
The metre is practically certain ; cf. ll. 1-3, n. 

22-3. kali j|pav: so Housman and Bury. The a of xa{é is nearly certain, the only 
alternative being o. The sentence is suggested by the mention of lions in the line above. 
Bacchus is flattered not only by the attentions of his fellow-gods, but also by the worship of 
brute creatures. dyéAai Aedyr@v Occurs in Pind. Fr. 239. 

25-6. Cf. Fr. 151 Moio’ dvénké pe. kal A]Afcydp@ and d[ABov re were suggested by Bury ; 
Sandys proposes ka{! y]e[vedv with o[ixdy re, but the traces of a letter after xal.] suggest a, 6, A, 
or v. For the late position of re cf. Mem. ix. 34 mapa meCoBdas imma te. That O7nBas 
occurred at the end of |. 26 is clear from what follows (cf. Fr. 195 eddppate @n8a), but 
a restoration in which edyéuevov meant ‘ boasting myself’ rather than ‘ praying for’ would be 
more appropriate. [yada is, however, inadmissible in 1. 26, the o before the lacuna being 
almost certain. For the metre of that line cf. ]. 7, n. 

27. The first hand wrote mor appovay, f|dpa yal peray is due to Housman, who 
corrects rupmdvey in |. 9 to rymdvev: Bury, retaining rupraver there, proposed >|dya yal pver: 
cf, ll. 8-11, n. The first hand wrote p]@pev yal : the first corrector then added a above the line, 
deleting « and perhaps v also; cf. III. 9,n. As Housman remarks, a verb does not seem 
necessary with ddpa (sc. gore): cf. Aesch. Septem 217-18 adn’ odv Beovs rovs ris dAovans mOheos 
ékheirewv Aéyos, and pdms in Pindar himself (according to the usually accepted emendation of 
Bothe) in Js, viii. 40 Alakida, 6v 7 edoeBéoratov pdris "laohkod tpapew mediov, and ub fama in 
Stat. Zhed. i. 699. 

28, ipiora]s could be read in place of tyrjAai|s. There is little doubt about the 
s, t being the only alternative. Adayeiv xed-] (or dy-])|vdv is due to Bury. Nonnus, Dzonys. 
iv. 28 sqq., represents Harmonia as at first reluctant to marry Cadmus. Housman prefers 
dyew oepl|yav, comparing Wem. v. 47 cepvav Oerw Inrea 6, Aesch. Prom. 560 dyayes 
‘Howvav ... Sdvapra, and, for the present infinitive with woré in a past sense, Py. vi. 21-4 
tav mor... avti ... mapawetv. oeuvds has however occurred in |. 8. For mpamides in 
connexion with a suitor he compares Js. viii. 30 GAN’ od ow auBporor téedXecav edvav Oeov 
mparrides. 

30. e«tdoéoly: if is right, the parts of it were joined instead of being written, as else- 
where in 1604, as a dot between two strokes. The second o is also doubtful, a being quite 
as suitable. But the position of the accent over ev strongly favours evdeéo[y, for evdoxd por and 
-kn[rov are inadmissible, and though a crossed out r might be read in place of &, evdore[par is 
not a known word and evdo[[r]k[mov is unsatisfactory apart from the wrong accent. At the 
beginning of the line — U — — corresponds to—U—vinl. 12; ch 1.19,n. map’] avOparofes 
yeveav is due to Bury. Seuéday may be substituted for yevedy, she being in any case the 
person chiefly meant, as is shown by the reference to her in |. 32. 

31. Avovve[ must be vocative, for any other case would fill up the lacuna, leaving no 
room for the letter preceding 6, which apparently had an acute accent and was therefore 
a vowel. Probably dsorvole was written and the ¢ not elided; cf. re opivera in 1. 13. If the 
two letters in the lacuna formed a diphthong, the accent ought to have been more to the left. 

32. paré[pos: i.e. Semele; cf. 1. 30, n. o could be read in place of e. 

III, 1. The doubtful A can be ». 

3. ordows elsewhere in Pindar means ‘ sedition’, but here may, as Bury remarks, refer 
to the chorus either in the sense of xardoraows (xopv) or of a division; cf. 1. 5, n. 

5. Bury proposes kare|varri lov. 

6. redv must refer to Dionysus, if re[Aer|av is right; cf. int. p. 29. 

7-8. Bury suggests Badoy de] mAdkov olrepd|vov cicoiver | dup tedy kpdrapoy, making 
pedigoe the end of a clause and connecting Il. 7-8 with €Aée in], 9. A stop may, however, 
have been lost after xpéragov, The scholium probably refers to the unusual expression 
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médkov orepdvev. For mdlekrav, sc. orepaver, cf. Eur. Wippol. 73 mrexrov oréppavov, ép[pov (cf. 
Nem. iv. 17) does not suit the vestiges. 

g. Apparently :A.dy was altered first to @iAws dy and then, the correction being crossed 
out, to uray dy. Thee after gA is not crossed out; but the av above the line begins close 
to the Aand ¢uAay by (which makes the line end with two choriambi) is metrically preferable to 
purrav dy Or simply @urcav, Moreover it is not certain that the o of péov was crossed out like 
the @ and » when edée was substituted, and in IJ. 27 there is a similar doubt concerning the 
deletion of a superfluous letter. 

moXea is corrected from modew. The mark of quantity is not quite certain, but a alone 
does not account for all the ink. odw is clearly meant, but no form modéa is known, though, 
since wéAna occurs in Hesiod, it does not seem impossible. 

10. Bury proposes wed@pliov . . . rpvravy, and would see in this line a reference to the 
Acrocorinthus ; but mpurau . [ may be vocative, as in Py. ii. 58. 

11. \aua: the first letter might be \ and the second »; the third is more like a with a 
high stop after it than [.Js. Bury suggests something like éro:ro 6'| dua, but the stop is an 
objection to dua. 

12. axvaprrei, ‘inflexibly’, is a new adverb. dxaymros occurs in Js. iii, 71 and dxvapmros 
in the MSS. of Py. iv. 72 (dkaumros Hermann). 

13. tds émBopatibas is a gloss on yapuas, which was used in the sense of ‘ spear-shafts ’ 
also by Stesichorus and Ibycus according to Schol. Pind. O7. ix. 128. 

14-15. Bury suggests duos & ajnfeipalpros adxiy pvoiro malvayupty | epxos 1’ eyxwpilov médor, 
‘Let the impassable sea-neck protect the festal gathering and be the bulwark of the people,’ 
comparing O/. viii. 48 én “IoOue movtia and Eur. Med. 212 mévrov Kd7q8’ drépaytov, avxnv would 
on this view mean the Isthmus of Corinth. The general sense of ll. 12-15 is, he thinks, ‘ Put 
aside arms and preparations for war, and trust for defence to the Isthmus.’ avxnv elsewhere 
in Pindar means the human neck, but that does not combine easily with pvoro. 

17. Perhaps rodvyaé]ées. aovdar can, however, be dative. 

18. Bury suggests S.av¢ |ovo or PAavk|oio PdAov, referring to the Corinthians. 

19. For merddos nplwois (Bury) cf. Py. ix. 46 dova re xOadv npwa PvdAN avanéuwe, The 
first letter of the line might be p. 

22. Bury suggests ord|usov tm[revoy (or in[mov), referring either to the legend of 
Bellerophon and the bridle (@iArpov trmeov) of Pegasus, a story told by Pindar in an ode 
written for the Corinthian Xenophon (OZ. xiii), or perhaps to a particular kind of mouthpiece, 
i.e. one of the immeca &rea said to have been invented by the Corinthians (O/. xiii. 20). 


1605. MENANDER, MISOYTMENOS. 


15 X 5:2 cm. Third century. 


This exiguous fragment of a comedy, though containing only the beginnings 
of 27 lines from the top of a column and a few letters from the ends of lines of 
the preceding column, has some interest, since it can with much probability 
be identified. The name of a speaker, T'é(ras), is inserted in the margin 
against ll. 34-5, and characters of that name are known to have occurred in 
three of Menander’s plays, the “Hpws, Micovmevos, and TepuvOia (if Koerte is 
right in assigning 855 to the last-named play), while the apparent mention in 1. 25 
(cf. 1. 29, n.) of Opacwvidys, the name of the leading character in the Micovmevos, 
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indicates the second of the three. Parts of about 50 lines near the end of that 
play are extant in 1013, and there are 14 other fragments of it known, but 
no correspondence with 1605 is at alllikely, though one or two are just possible ; 
cf. ll. 24-5, nn. Geta was the slave of Thrasonides, but who his interlocutor here 
was is quite obscure. Other known characters in the play are Clinias, Demeas, 
and Cratea. For the plot, which turned upon the redemption of Cratea through 
her father Demeas from servitude with Thrasonides, a rough soldier, see 1013. int. 
and Koerte, Menandrea, li. 

The handwriting is a medium-sized sloping uncial resembling 1876 (Part 
xi, Plate iii), and probably of the third century, to which some dated documents 
found together with 1605 belong. The speaker’s name is written more cursively 
by a different hand, which does not seem to be appreciably later than that of the 
main text. Paragraphi occur, indicating changes of speaker, but no stops. 

Another papyrus (3rd cent.) containing 23 lines divided between two scenes, 
which has recently been published by Wilamowitz (Sz¢zwngsb. d. Berl. Akad. 1918, 
747-9) as part of an uncertain comedy, perhaps by Menander, is probably to 
be assigned to the Micovuevos. In the second scene a woman called Cratea 
unexpectedly recognizes her father, whereupon the owner of the house intervenes, 
and in the margin of 1.18 T'e(_) occurs as the name of a speaker. Wilamowitz, 
though noticing the agreement with the Micodvuevos with regard to Cratea, 
attributes the fragment to a different play, chiefly because T'e( ) is supposed 
also to occur in the margin of 1. 12 in reference to a character who is addressed in 
the next line as rn@ia. From this he infers that Te(_ ) is an unknown feminine 
name. But it is much more likely that Te(_) in 1. 18 is Pé(ras), and that in 1. 12, 
where the decipherment is admitted to be very uncertain, either the marginal 
note is to be read differently or some rearrangement of the supposed speakers is 
to be introduced. Geta and Cratea will then be the characters in the Micovpevos, 
the father will be Demeas, and the owner of the house Thrasonides, the action 
being highly appropriate to that play. This explanation is confirmed by the 
striking parallelism between Fr. 11 of the Musoduevos, afpaveis yeydvacw at omabat 
and |. 11 of the Berlin papyrus, |p olk@ rds ord0as Toy yeitéver. 


Col. i. Col. 11: 
ovkere [ 
25 Opaca[vid 
Tt Taval 
Kados | 
g lines lost ov Tad, 
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¢ndotun{o 
30 a vuy rey 
€ls Toup| yor 
dtakoot, 
10 Jecs vn Ata 7 
[e(ras) Assia! A [ [ 
Js amo Tn . [ 
y 36 pave 
]On ~ ddoaory [ 
15 ] ~ mpocevg| 
] , [ oo ee | OUT@S an 
\ kakov 40 " ovK efal 
] Tos eum 
Jee Ta pypalr 
20 t Aeyov 7| 
] edeyey af 
] Tapny 45 var bnar [ 
]- nkovoa| 
SE “-exmdel s | 
ayaa Xf 
[oa Piper 7 
50 [klados . [ 
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24. ovkere is apparently the first word in the last line of a small detached fragment of 
1018 (1. 26). But an actual coincidence is unlikely. 

25. Opaca[md : this might possibly coincide with the corrupt Fr. 14 (Koerte) of 
the Micotvpevos, which is generally restored pucotor pev | Opacar(idnv), @ mdarep, amekrdaykact 
& ov. 
29. (ndorun[o : Cf. Heptxetpopéevn 408-9 6 8’ addorap eye | kal (yddrumos dvOpwmos, spoken 
by Polemon, the counterpart of Thrasonides in that play. 

34. Perhaps avaye [o|eavrov, as in Sapia 145. The y is however very doubtful and 
avao.|.{ can be read, It is not clear whether I'e(ras) refers to 1. 34 or to 1. 35. The surface 
of the papyrus between ll. 33-4 is rubbed, but there is no trace of a paragraphus, so that if 
Te(ras) refers to 1. 34 there was probably a change of speaker in the middle of that line. 
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1606. LystIAas, Ovations npos ‘Inmobépony, Against Theomnestus, &c. 


Height 29-5 cm. Late second or early third century. 
Plate II (Fr. 6, Cols. i-ii). 

Lysias has hitherto been represented in papyri only by some small third- 
century B.C. pieces of the oration against Theozotides (P. Hibeh 14); but the 
following fragments of several of his lost private speeches are more extensive 
and valuable. Like 1607-8 and 1612, they form part of the first of the three 
large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6, which also produced 841-4, 852-3, 1012, 
1016-17, 1364, and 1376, the publication of this find being now completed. 
The small group consisting of Frs. 8-18 was found separately in a different part 
of the same mound, but no doubt belongs to the same roll. Originally about 
200 in number, the fragments have been reduced by combinations to 150. Much 
the longest of them is Fr. 6, which contains (1) the last three columns of a speech, 
with the title (ll. 237-8) ampds ‘Inmo8éponv inép Oepanativys followed by a blank 
space, (2) the first two columns of a speech directed against a certain Theomnestus 
by an unnamed plaintiff. pds ‘Immo0éponv is known as the title of a speech by 
Lysias (no. lxi) from Harpocration, who makes two quotations from it, Fr. 122 
(Sauppe) adavijs otala kal pavepdé and Fr. 123 ‘lepdvupos. Fr. 122 seems to be 
connected with Fr. 2 of the papyrus, where ovoliavy ... apjavic|a: is a probable 
restoration in ll.-29-32, and ¢av|epa is possible in l. 48 ; but ‘lepdvvyos does not 
seem to occur in 1606, though it is tempting to restore his name inl. 89. The 
title of the second speech would at first sight be expected to be kata Qeourjorov: 
but two orations of Lysias with that title are extant (x and xi), xi being merely 
an abbreviation of x. Since both of these are quite distinct from the speech 
against Theomnestus in the papyrus and presumably refer to a different person, 
while Harpocration seems to have known of only one speech xara Ocopr7jorov, 
i.e. the extant oration x (Blass, Attische Beredsamkett, i. 611), the title of the 
second speech in 1606 is likely to have been something else. Fr. 9, belonging 
to the smaller group, contains parts of the last 16 lines of what is obviously 
a third speech, with part of the title, which seems to be unknown, and a few 
letters from the beginning of what is much more likely to be a fourth speech 
than the oration mpos ‘Immo6éponv, and among the numerous minute scraps from 
the main find are certainly three (Frs. 19, 20, and 22), and perhaps two more 
(Frs. 21 and 44), which contain parts of titles. The minimum number of speeches 
represented by the fragments as a whole is four, a figure which could be obtained 
by assigning Fr. 9. ii to the speech mpds “Inmodépony, Fr. 19 (kara Ocopvijo]rov ?) 
or Fr. 22 to the speech against Theomnestus, and Fr. 20 to the title of the third 
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speech, and ignoring Frs. 21 and 44. But at least six of the lost orations are 
much more probably represented, and though all of these may have been quite 
short, it is clear that the fragments are widely scattered over different parts of 
the roll. Lysias is credited by Plutarch (Vita Lys. 836 a) with no fewer than 
425 speeches, of which Dionysius and Caecilius recognized 233 as genuine. The 
names of about 170 are known, and 34 are extant. 

The script is a handsome uncial approximating towards the early biblical 
type, like 1234 (Part X, Plate iv) and 1365 (Part XI, Plate vi), and probably 
belongs to the early part of the third century or even the end of the second. 
Iota adscript was generally written. Paragraphi and two kinds of stops, in the 
high and middle position, are employed ; that Fr. 82, in which a coronis occurs, 
belongs to 1606 is not certain. Fr. 6, in which the upper and lower margins are 
preserved, shows that there were 46-49 lines in a column. The other fragments 
are or may be from the middles of columns except when it is otherwise stated. 
The lines, which tend to begin and end more to the left as the column proceeds, 
range from 15 to 22 letters, generally having 18 or 19, and the >-shaped sign is 
_used for filling up short lines. Deletions are indicated by a line drawn (by the 
first hand) above the letters in question ; but the text has not apparently been 
subjected to any independent revision, and several mistakes are noticeable, 
generally omissions ; cf. Il. 47, 115, 139, 141, 173, 217, 349-56, 536. 

Of the oration zpés ‘Inmo0éponv the three concluding columns (ll. 126-238), 
. though requiring a good deal of restoration, are fairly well preserved, and some 
intelligible passages are provided by four other fragments (i—2 and 4-5) evidently 
belonging to earlier columns of the same speech (Il. 7-19, 28-47, 76-86, 114-24). 
The respective order of these is doubtful, but Fr. 4 may be placed below Fr. 2 
with an interval not exceeding 2 or 3 lines between ll. 48 and 76; cf. ll. 38-44, n. 
Frs. 3 and 26 also probably belong to this oration, and perhaps Frs. 28-30, 87, 
and 100-1. It must have been one of Lysias’ more important speeches, being 
concerned, like the oration against Eratosthenes (xii), with the administration of 
the Thirty Tyrants and his own grievances. In xii Lysias prosecuted Erato- 
sthenes, who was one of the Thirty, for the murder of his brother Polemarchus 
(cf. 1606. 8—g, 161); the present action mainly turned on the question of the 
restoration of Lysias’ property on his return from exile. As the title implies, 
the speech was on the side of the defence ; but that. the real defendant was not 
the depdraiva but Lysias himself, is clear not only from the general tenour of. the 
fragments, in which Lysias is very prominent, but from the expression Pevyer thy 
éixnv applied to him in ll. 183-4, and the closing appeal in 1. 221 aroWnicacba 
Avotiov. How the depazawa became involved in the case does not appear, but 
presumably she was acting merely as Lysias’ agent. With the plaintiff Hippo- 
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therses were associated one or more other individuals, the plural being employed 
in reference to the side of the prosecution, which is called virou in Il. 32 and 229 
and perhaps of dvrfdicou in 1. 133. Nicostratus and Xenofcles] (Il. 17-18) may well 
be two of the persons meant, and possibly Sosia{des) (ll. 92-3, n.). The dispute 
was concerned with the ownership of property (ovc{a) worth 70 (?) talents, formerly 
belonging to Lysias, which had been seized by the Thirty and apparently sold 
by them to Hippotherses and his associates (Il. 28-34), and which Lysias was now 
trying to recover. By the terms of the amnesty arranged at the time of the 
restoration of the democracy in B.C. 403, sales made during the administration 
of the Thirty remained valid; but unsold property reverted to its original owners, 
an exception being made in the case of land and houses, i.e. immovable property, 
which were to be returned in any case (Il. 38-48). This reference to the amnesty 
is important, confirming Grote’s views (Hist. of Greece, viii, ch. 66) on the 
nature of the agreement ; but the precise application of it to the dispute between 
Hippotherses and Lysias is obscured by the incompleteness of Frs. 1-5. Lysias 
evidently regarded the terms of the amnesty as in favour of his contentions, but 
Hippotherses too may have appealed to it, and perhaps the interpretation was 
one of the chief points of dispute. In ll. 13-17 Lysias complains that he was 
being prevented by the prosecution from buying back his own property from 
the purchasers ; but in ll. 76 sqq. he is found objecting to a claim of Hippo- 
therses for half the price of, apparently, the ovata described in Il. 28-34, and in 
ll. 114 sqq. he criticizes the legality of the sales effected by the Thirty. This 
evidence is not very easy to combine into a connected argument ; but apparently 
the. odefa bought from the Thirty by Hippotherses contained land and houses, 
and Hippotherses refused to surrender these without compensation, whereupon 
Lysias, through the Oepdwawa, took some step towards ejecting Hippotherses 
which resulted in the prosecution, possibly in some form of dik efovAns. The 
peroration, to which ll. 127-236 belong, does not throw much light on the 
facts of the case, which are referred to only in general terms (ll. 224-36), but 
in itself is of much interest, since it contains an eloquent comparison of Lysias’ 
behaviour towards the State with that of his opponent. The patriotism of Lysias, 
who after losing his brother and much property made large sacrifices in support 
of the democrats, is recorded in a passage which was evidently before Plutarch 
when writing his account of this part of Lysias’ life (ll. 163-71, n.), and is 
contrasted with the pro-Spartan zeal of Hippotherses. The speech must have 
been delivered very soon after the restoration of the democracy, i.e. in 403 or 
402 B.C. 

The second oration, that directed in prosecution of Theomnestus, after a very 
short introduction (ll. 239-46), proceeds to the narration of the facts. The 
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unnamed plaintiff claims to have lent his friend Theomnestus 30 minae in 
order to pay a debt to a certain Theozotides for which judgement had 
been entered against Theomnestus. The transaction took place without 
witnesses, and Theomnestus, having subsequently quarrelled with the plaintiff, 
now denied the loan (ll. 246-61). After a mutilated passage apparently 
explaining the nature of the quarrel, which seems to have been connected with 
the guardianship of some property, and the unsuccessful attempts of the plaintiff 
to get his money returned (ll. 261-95), a dilemma is propounded for the defence. 
Theomnestus must maintain either that he borrowed the money from some one 
else, or that he did not borrow any money at all, in order to pay Theozotides 
(ll. 295-301). Of these alternative lines of defence the first is rebutted in 
ll. 301-40, Fr. 7 probably belonging to the column following Fr. 6. v, while the 
second is dealt with in ll. 340-66 by putting a number of questions designed to 
show that Theomnestus would not have run the risks which he actually incurred, 
if he had had the requisite money at hand. The rest of the speech is lost, and 
there are no indications of the date of its delivery. 

The third speech (Frs. 8, 9. i and probably some of Frs. 10-18), apparently 
against a person whose name ended in -ylius, seems to have been concerned 
with the sale of a ship at Carthage, and a question of partnership; but there is 
nothing to show what was the subject of the fourth speech (Fr. g. it and probably 
some of Frs. 10-18). With regard to the remaining fragments the more or less 
probable position of Frs. 13, 16, 28, 45, 53, 73, 80, and 128 has been ascertained. 
Fr. 25 apparently comes from a fifth speech about an inheritance (kAjjpos), and 
Frs. 31 and 39, which probably belong to the same oration, may be connected with 
a reference in Harpocration to BeBadoews dix in two unnamed speeches of Lysias 
(cf. 1. 493, n.), while probably one of Frs. 19-22 belongs to the title of it. Fr. 64 
might come from the speech zpos ’AAKiBiddynv or that mpos "ApyeBiadyvy. 

We are indebted to Mr. E. Lobel and Dr. C. Hude for several good 
suggestions in the restoration of this papyrus. 
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}.-[ 


atta 


700 | paptuo[e? 


paptulpes 


Fr. 58. 
mir eoal 
Jace 
\ yal 
]. Kul 


Fr. 62. 
727 lav ou 
ie TU 


y ap 
end of col. 


Fr. 66. 


Fr, 55, frs-56, 
— ]. al 706 Jul 
] ov dackwy [ 
] exewns ..[ 
705 |yov adda vf 
end of col. 
Fr. 59. Fr. 60. 
715 JWaol } epyal 
Jon mot 2G i erelyy 
Jvoper| |kavel 
}--[ Jal 
Fr, 62 Fr. 64. 
730 lurov ef jur@e 7. [ 
Jat tov. [ 735 dngae 7 


Jacov| 
je -] Sod ?|adns xl 
Fr. 67. Fr. 68. 
top of col. Jol 
]. eAdl jy» 
Jov xl yf 
750 |val 755 jov af 
}-[ il 
Freja to 
765 «J. ool 
].ov.[ 77° Joer| 
JeTol Bor [ 
Jepee| }- af 


|e avatcyur[ros 


Fi. 


Ty [ 
790 oud 


wngle 


Breas. 
821 dov 7 


npiglv 
mAnat 
end of col. 


Fr. 89. 


835 om .[ 
ota . [ 
ot mAof 
end of col. 


Pr 93. 
847 yf 


] de rouvrws ze. [ 


Jeve7[ 


1 COG REY ol .S 


Faega ts as 
Blawk 781 S@ ?\oradn[ 
_[-]rof ]. . OeAn| 
jou . [ |rnv . 


debi neh 


[...]uevoy | 


195 [.- Jo ef. Jeo 
Resales 800 |mat 
Bree) [org oes, 
7 ea 
810 ie lous 
te 815 = |re 
oral | ; Ed 
Fr. 86 | eters 
leh top of col. 
825 Jav| | Hapz|vp 
Mt Jat 0 anf 
jeoea| 830 |.[ 
Fr. .90: Feri 
jov7[ 84t wv Tol 
|pavor| Tiav 7 
S400 UT@r tenes Kn . [ 
Fiioa: Fr. 95. 
850 palprupov [ 852 @| 
Thy mpagy [ atl 
end of col, “al 


63 


Fr. 80, 
SOU |i a. ea yP, 
Jornoay 
le Sndrov 


yy vv 


Broz: 
Teal 
845 TEO| 


eco| 


Fr, 96. 


855 ].7n-[ 
Jogecol 


jovial 





64 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 


Brg 7: Fr. 98. Fr. 99. Fr. 100. 
top of col. top of col. 862 al 865 jaLoal 
858 ] more ere 860 jro.[ i jee 
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Fr.1. ... otros .. . [elEepulye|y, ro[y b€ albedo ait[o]o [Tloheuapyov| améxrewav kat tip 
[ovotaly apeidovro, kai [éos pélv ev Tepacet dye[ro n£ilov KareAOay dnlopéplerOa, vuvi dé éze[ edi) 


F 
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fix 2]en ovde Thy TynY [dzrod Jods rois eovnuevos [tT |a €avTou dvvarat « opiceo Oa. Nexéorparos yal p 
dix jagerar pera Zevo|éous ro [0 TOAN|TAVTOS » « « 

‘Lysias ... escaped by flight, but they killed his brother Polemarchus and took away 
his property. While he was away at the Piraeus, he claimed to get it back on his return ; 
but now when he has come back, he is unable to recover what is his own, even by paying 
the price to the purchasers. For Nicostratus is prosecuting him with Xenocles, who offered 
for sale...) 

Er, 2.7... o\vArng[é eget ova |iay be €85 opnko|yra heap 2 |uro, ty ovroe ovr adp|avic |au 
ptr amodéabat ron dar] nuEpav edvvalyro. é|rre {| t[ol|vuy pel? ]uav pet |you Avatas [dx lero Kal 
pet[a] TOU Up er |epou mAnOous Kari Oev, KeMevovtTay TOV auvOnkav Ta pev Tempapeva TOUS eovnpevous 
éyew, Ta O€ a m|para Tovs Kate Oovras [kJopigerOar, otros oUTe yn [ovr olkiay KEKTNLEVOS, [a] kal at 
cuvOnKkat Tos ka|re|\Oodow ameOtdocay, [ea|y dé Cp?) am0d| a |4 eee 

‘.- and sold the property for 7o talents, which property they were unable either to 
realize or to sell within a long period. So when Lysias departed with you into exile 
and returned with your democracy, the treaty enjoining that buyers should keep their 
purchases, but the returned exiles should recover what was unsold, he, not having obtained 
either land or house, which even the treaty restored to the returned exiles, or if it 
did (not?) restore . . 


Fr. 4. pera ral dra] roll vu|y, & dvdpes Sixacral, 7/6 jplov Ths Tens néilou mapa Avatov haBeiv, 
Adyar] ras cavrod cuppo| p\ds, Somep rovrov Onaav|p|bv [é|rt ty TpiaKovra [e|bpnxdros aAX’ ovK 
drroda|e|kdros Ta dvra. Stayal va|xtodvres 8° avrov Kal [xare|ras pepovros T™pos ... 

‘ Afterwards then, gentlemen of the jury, he claimed to receive half the price from 
Lysias, recounting his own misfortunes, as if Lysias had discovered a treasure in the time of 
the Thirty and not lost his property. Lysias being indignant and unwilling to submit 


Fr. 5. decvo|y yap dv ein © avdpes duxlacrat, [et «arn Ge(re) plé|y os ad| ix |ovpevor, trav be ovT@y 
[a}roorepeiobe os dduxouy| Te]s. kairo| c| Ouxkatws av [opyigou|rGe Trois e€wpnpe|vouls Ta UpeTepa ev Tais 
roulav|ras ouppopais. mpa|ro|v pev yap of Tpidxor|ra ovdev aly ém@dovv «i ot [aunodulevor tay) 
jnoap. 

‘It would be monstrous, gentlemen of the jury, that you should come back from exile 
as the injured parties, and yet be deprived of your property as if you were the wrongdoers. 
You might, however, justly be angry with the purchasers of your property in times of such 
misfortunes; for in the first place the Thirty would not have been offering anything for sale 
unless there had been intending buyers.’ 


Fr. 6. i-iii. ipiv [6€ mepi ?| rovrey émitpero|pev d\kovoarras ra Availa kal ‘I|rrobépon mempa- 
[yuer|a érrorépay BotheoGe [xpiow 2|( — ?\ mpayparos Wnpicarba| rept rovray ér6|(re)pos Bed |riay dy 
mepi THY [jperép|ay mokw ruyxd|ver. déoluar & bpev akov| car, iva kat. otros bpiy dd| Eas xp|noros etva 
mpobu| wyrau e|ni Tov Nourod, kal 9 [‘Inmob€p|ons dkovoas Ta [mpoonk|ovr’ abrat BeAtilov 7d ow|rov He 
or[t| pev [ovr ... Ja Avoid... D]) 00 eee ac okey Jen|. ma|pre| Aas ? djAo|v. Za|s| pléely yap U[ pets 
nv6a \ypoveire mrovlotoraros nly Tay pero Kor, ered |i) Se cupo|pa eyéveTo emepever, [ovde yap 
ehdyioroy we[pos Tay bye|répav dvotul yay... .\voev, dvdpws |vrd Trav rpui|covta Kat [adeApod kal] 
xpnudr ev |moh@v area |repnul é|vols” emet Se pevlyor @yero, [emxovpous| Tpuakoat| ous émepvev ?| eis rHv 
Ka[Bodov cal 7 |apéoxero [xpnard te O|paxpas [Surxudias kai aomidas Ovakocias . . . Opacvdatoy Tov 
Hiei |ov é[évo|p ovra éar[ro| errel cev| aitoy Ovo tadavra map |aoxety r(é|\n, kal art t[olvrev 
aupauiay x\4p|w ovde Swpeay rap’ tp(oyv kKekOploTal, Kat pevywv pev ToLwvTos Hv, KateNOwy Sé ovdeva 
mo| 7 jore A@nvaiwy chum] ce |v, oltre mepl trav avrov a[y janemynokey evepy| ear |ov ovTE meEpl TOV 
aN o|rpiav dvedicav duap|ty|udrev. voy 8 avdykn mept avrovd Aéyewv, Ud TowovTo yap pevyer THY 
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Sik[ny* bs emt pev ray TeTpal ko |oiey pevyav @yero, x Ackedelas dé Oppopevos ple|ra Tov roheplov én[t 
7 | tTarpioa €oTpalrevoer, oi dle THs TOE § exOpor katnya |yov av| roy Kal] modi |rqv Upeérepov eroinaar. 
dor’, ofvar, maou Sprov etval | ér| | pl eto |v vuvi dpovet trav 7[ exon oxo |Sounuevav [7 rav| TOTE 
KaOnpnpevorv, ovS éplo|ias eAmidas éxee en{i ralis dyer epais evruy| fais | kat ouppopats, etra 7[€Aeos ? 
dv [rodirns, ovde| rar lore arte petapedr| oaly o[ vse dela ray mcKil a |p Aledrijov yeyernper[os, 
zuko |pavret rods TOAN ods pel? & iuas cipyd{ajalro. .. Ajuotay é xapw]| mapa rod [Snpov amroh ap |- 
Bav[ ew | (ed)epyeoiar] Thy peylor| ny merroun |kéra. déopale od |v tuar, & éiv8pes dixacrai, anon picac Gat 
Avolov peuvnpévous Kat t|olvrov «\ai| TOV dA\Nwy TOV ell p\yuevar. el O€ n(n]. ris €rrau rovrou avOparav 
dvotuyeorepos, ei Ta [wer] avtot Bia AnwWovrat, 7a] & ipeis Swoere ; i) ris To[U|rev eVdatpover rel pos |, el 
ua pdvov Trav [rér]e Tpaybevrey ovy|yvelunv avrots kere, [ddra] kat yuri mepi dy [ay ei|s bpas elaiaauy 
6[oa] av keevoow Wnqueiobe 5 
mpds ‘Inmobépany bmrep Geparraivns. 

- + . we leave it to you, after hearing the actions of Lysias and Hippotherses, to 
give whichever verdict on the matter you choose with regard to the question which of the 
two is the better citizen. And I beg you to listen, in order that both Lysias, having been 
judged by you to have done his duty, may be still more zealous in the future, and 
Hippotherses hearing the truth about himself may behave better.... For while you were 
prosperous Lysias was the richest of the metoeci ; but when disaster came he stayed on; for he 
did not in the least fail to share in your misfortunes, being illegally deprived by the Thirty of 
both his brother and much money. When he left Athens in flight, he sent 300 mercenaries to 
help in the restoration and provided both 2,000 drachmae in money and 200 shields. . . (and 
going to) Thrasydaeus the Elean, who was his guest-friend, he persuaded him to provide 
two talents in taxes, though in return for this he has never obtained any recompense or 
favour from you. Such was his behaviour in exile, while since his return he has never 
given offence to a single. Athenian either by recalling the benefits conferred by himself or by 
making reproaches for the sins of others. © But now it is necessary to speak about him, since 
his accuser is a man of this character: in the time of the Four Hundred he took to flight, 
and making Decelea his head-quarters fought with the enemy against his country; and it 
was the foes of the city who restored him and made him your fellow-citizen. Hence it is, 
I think, plain to all that he is now less pleased with the walls which were built than with the 
walls which were then destroyed, and bases quite dissimilar hopes upon your good fortunes 
and your disasters, and then being a full citizen, and never having repented or improved 
through age, he slanders the democracy after what he has done against you .. . (itis just) that 
Lysias should receive the thanks of the people for having conferred the greatest benefit upon 
them. I entreat you therefore, gentlemen of the jury, to acquit Lysias, remembering both 
this and the other arguments which I have used. Otherwise who in the world will be more 
unfortunate than Lysias, if his opponents are to take part of his property by force and part 
of it is to be given to them by you, or who will be happier than they, if you intend not only 
to pardon them for their past misdeeds but also now, whatever proposals they may make to 
you, to vote for all their demands ? Against Hippotherses on behalf of a maidservant.’ 


Fr. 6. iv—v, 7. [bat vera [Sc]a volt]. . Pe aan Jrov Cedurnoros [mpos?] tpas [ox|edov may 
° ~~ A o ’ , » Ny 2 
[. ne «par. oUr@ yap deé| Onke 2|y DOTE ja) 126 vov €r |itpdmous etvat Kel, she a|Aa Kali ™Y ovolay 
[i Bae a feat dv]re 0 €raipa [S¢co]ur[no}re Tpudkor| T|a pvas edaxa, Sikny dSéov extioral ¢  leoforidy mpi 
Ovvar Tov Atoy, ei S€ un, Umepyuepov etvar, Sods de Saomeo elke s| dlelv paptiper, droor|e|poul plevos 
7) p PN, PUEP ip fa Pa 
> la if vd ‘ \ rp p} > v i. iy - \ iv \ c \ ~ 
avaykdgopa Ouxager Oat. Ocdprnatos O€ mpd Tov pev iv joe idos Kai eratpos, vuvi Oe mretaOeis id Tay 
epav €yOpav taird te mpatret Kal GAO Sriovy dy eis Efe [é|roAunoer. piv dle ratty |v nwt |v THY 


¢ 


d[vapop Jav yevéo bal, oUTeE 7), vOXAy |oa ovre amjrnoa [rd apy|iproy, odd... (1. 293)... Thy avdyny 

fora? cate xe Tews ov avros ay. Ps . |ree. avaykn © at rol, el pr) map’ epov 7/6 dapyv |pvov éxeu, Svoww 

Oar| epor, | i) map’ érépov palo \x[ eww ei |Andevae 7 avr| ov TO Tav?| exrerixévae TO [Gcogo]ridy. él ple |y 
18) 2} 
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[e|xolp \nyee dv| dpajar [eis At\oviova WO, Beary os ». xe Atlas dpax|pas.... pu |r Oov dredv[ oe... (I. 338) 
mpos pev ovy 7|0 map. é|réplolv packew ci Anpevale radra héyw"’ Gy |S€...-- | ovros apyup| tov 
t|uas rov Ged| pynorov évt |edOev xpn [eEera¢erw ? ma|s eikds EOTL Ti)... 2+ +e Js dapyuptou mre p |b | ei | 


ovr|o| opddpa enlé|rpeme 7H (rloxn, € [«|a! au e€alpyns [é|rabev, dore mept TO Tapa dpa kat Tov 
Blov avay| kao |qvat rabeiy eis Tovtlo mp ol nxolvra et edu [6| Atlos| tmepnpepou dvtlos ; kjai [ri|s ovres 
avénros dar|t\s [av |rov mapackevder|au id Tois ex|Apois yever Bax ; [h T|ts ovras dppev doris. « 


«.. As he was my associate, I gave Theomnestus 30 minae, when he was obliged to 
pay a penalty to Theozotides before sunset or else become liable for default. Having given 
him the money naturally without witnesses and being defrauded of it, 1 am compelled to go 
to law. ‘Theomnestus previously was my friend and associate, but now at the persuasion 
of my enemies this is how he acts, and he would have dared to do anything else against me. 
Before this quarrel between us arose, I neither troubled him nor demanded back the 
money... (I. 295) He must, if he has not had the money from me, make one of two 
pleas, either that he has received it from some one else, or that he himself paid Theozotides 
in full. Ifon the one hand he is going to assert that he received it from some one else, ... 
(Il. 315) --. he hesitated to ask from me who was aware of his straits (?), but thought fit to 
borrow from persons who were going to inform his enemies. Is it, however, probable that 
my money should be lent out (?) to others, and that he should borrow from others than 
myself? To show that he did not think fit... to borrow from some one else, I will pro- 
duce an important piece of evidence. When he was providing a men’s chorus at the 
Dionysiac festival, . .. (1. 338) With regard then to the assertion that he received the money 
‘from some one else, that is my answer. But if (he paid from) the money which he had 
by him, you must put these questions to Theomnestus. Is it likely that he would have 
overlooked the extreme danger which he incurred and put so much power into his enemies’ 
hands? Who ever had such excessive trust in fortune, even if suddenly he became possessed, 
that he was obliged to endanger his body and life as well, having come to this pass if the 
sun set leaving him a defaulter? Who is so senseless as to place himself at the mercy 
of his enemies, or who is so foolish as to .. 2 


a ovk|opar|r : cf. xii. 5 émesdy 8 of rpidkovra movnpot pev Kal ovkopdvrar vres eis Ty apxnv 
xaréornoay, to which ll. 2-4 were probably similar. 

5. obros means Lysias, as apparently throughout the fragments of this speech; cf 
ll. 43, 81, 144, 225- His opponents are spoken of as otro: in ll. 32 and 229, while rovrov 
in 1. 140 refers to both Lysias and Hippotherses. The letter following ovros can be 
y, & OF 7. 

8, [HoNepapxov is rather long for the lacuna, but seems necessary; cf. the next n. and 
Kite 7 Sq ds 

g-10. tv [ovara|y adedorto : cf, ll. 29, 162, and Plut. Vez. Lys. 835 € Tv rpidkorra 
mapadaBovrey thy mow ekérecev . . . apaupeOeis THY ovoiay Kal tov ddedpov ToA€uapxov. [orkea |p 
could be read both here and in 1. 29 (cf.1. 44), but is unsuitable ; for Lysias with his brother 
owned three houses (xii. 18), and the price mentioned in 1. 30, which must be not less than 
30 and seems to be 70 talents, is too high for a single house ; cf. xix. 29, where a house 
costs ,0 minae, and xix. 42, where a house and land cost 5 talents. A list of Lysias’ losses, 
given in xii. 19, includes 700 shields, 120 slaves, money, clothes, and furniture. 
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II. ev Ieepaer: according to xii. 17 Lysias went to Megara from Athens, and Plut. 
op. cit. 835f states dujyev ev Meydpow. The Piraeus is mentioned here as being the head- 
quarters of the exiles after its capture by Thrasybulus. One of the houses of Lysias and 
his brother was there ; cf. Plato, Rep. 3274. 

Tel 12. nétlov: Cieule 78. 

12-13. anlope|pleoOar: or arlaxopu|Clecda; cf. klopu¢eo ac in 1.16. ay.{ or ae.{ could also 
be read, and the verb may be intransitive; but possibly ra eavrov, which in |. 16 has a line 
above it, was added in the margin of ll. r2—13. 

16-17. klouicer|@a: cf. 1. 43 and 12-13, n. The omission of ra eavrov here is no 
improvement, unless the words had been inserted in the margin of Il. 12-13. 

17-18. Neither Nicostratus nor Xenoc[les] is known from other sources. 

20. aom[S: Lysias had a shield-manufacturing business; cf. xii. 1g and Plut. of. ccv. 
835f, quoted in Il. 163-71, n. 

29. ove |ay ; cf. ll. 9-10, n. ovo... o|vd|Ang| Betray aé\av | de is possible. 

30. €Bdjounko|yra: the first letter might be o or , and the traces of the second and 
third are very doubtful, but unless there was another word before the number, «8é[ounkolvra 
is preferable tore. g. €& [kau Tptako\vra. 

31. [amedo|vro is far from certain, especially since « or » can be read in place of », so 
that the subject might be singular. If [amedo|vro is right, the subject seems to be the Thirty 
Tyrants as contrasted with ovra in 1. 32, which refers to Hippotherses and his associates. 

Oe, ag|avic ac: i, e. e£apyvpica: cf. the contrast between ddayys and Pavepa ovoia in the 
fragment of this speech quoted on p. 48. 

2a Ose iatat 03. 

38-44. For otros meaning Lysias cf. 1. 5,n. The context does not suit the reference 
of otros to Hippotherses, though there may be only a short gap between ll. 48 and 76; cf. 
int. p. 49. 

on This line seems to be corrupt, though a{.] (but not a[yr] or any other letter than 
a|) can be read in place of éje|. A dittography of av de is the simplest hypothesis, buc there 
may well be an omission of yy before arodo{c|:, and possibly [oly de av (un) amoda[o|: should 
be read. 

48. The letter before pa can be s, but fav|epa is possible; cf. int. p. 48. 

83. [e|upnxoros suits the space better than [n |upnkoros : in |. 153 the spelling of nuda|poverre 
is uncertain. 

86. [xadelras epovros : cf. XIX. 50. 

89. |vdov: oly rov is less suitable, and Iepwv|ypou (cf. Lys. Fr. 123 quoted on p. 48) is 
inadmissible. 

92-3. Seoraldyv?: Soo. (genitive) or Zeoralvakra is possible; but cf. Fr. 64, where 
avatoxuy| ros Zoo|adns can be restored in ll. 736-7. mapadaBav [Tov avato xv |rov Sworal dy: 
could even be read here. Fr. 75, where 2o|ovaéy| is not unlikely in 1. 781, may also refer 
to this person. 

93-4. da|vecorny should perhaps be restored in l. 935 but |v els THY n|[wepav Tv | ouyKELpe |- 
[ynv is possible. 

102. This line is in the same position in the column as l. 92. 

113-18. Cf. xxxiv. 11 Sewor yap av ein, & (av8pes) *AOnvaior, ef Gre pev eevyopev ewayoueba 
Aaxedatpoviow iva KaréhOwpev, kareAOdvres 5€ hevédpea iva pi) paxopeba, 

119g. [opyefou|ae : Ci Sile30, 80,00, With zor ewvrpe| vor|s ta uperepa cf. ll. 510-11. 

124-5. Perhaps el rea. i 

127-8. ras au|vOn|xas te kav tolvs vowovs could be read, but is contrary to Lysias’ use 
of re. rtais (or Tov) ov |vOn| Kaus (or -Kov) kata tous vouous is more likely. 

129. aky|koare: i.e. in Il. 38 sqq. probably. 





SSS oe 

















70 THE OXVYRAVYNCHUS®PAPY RI 


129-35. Either »| in 1, 129 or ..|as in 1. 130 is likely to belong to yas, which is 
expected about this point, being perhaps contrasted with rlou[s| avridi{xous in Il. 133-4. If 
there was a pause after avridi[xous, the next sentence may have begun myles [rowvy] yaw. In 
view of the stop, however, at the end of |. 132, tlov[s| avridi[kous may be connected with what 
follows, and mean both parties to the suit, not Lysias’ adversaries. vpw in 1. 134 clearly 
goes with emurpemc[pev: cf. Plato, Apol. 35 d ipiv emitpéenm... «pa. There is room for [de rept] 
before rovrey in 1. 135, but wept rovrwy occurs shortly after in 1. 140. 

139. [kpiow |: cf, XXV. 10 oUrws yap av Sukavorarny (rv) kpliow Tept ait@y movoiobe. For 
[yvopny| there is not room. mepu tov would be expected before mpayparos, but since mepe 
rourey occurs in the next line, the sentence would be improved by the omission of mpayparos. 

141. There seems to have been an omission of re at the beginning of this line, as in 
1, Seni 

144-8. Cf, xxv. 17 doris yap rére ovdev eEnuaptov .. ., j. mov viv ofddpa mpobvpnropat 
xpnoros iva. d0[Eas or do[xo» seems to be inevitable, for the letter before o is more like 6 
than A, which is the only alternative. 

148, [mpoonk ovr : or [oupep ovr. 

149. It is not certain that the space (the width of a letter) between m and oz[:| was 
blank, the surface of the papyrus being damaged. Whether pev had a de answering to it is 
not clear, and perhaps pev|[roe should be read. 

150. v |r: or 7 uu. 

155-6. Cf. xii. 43 émeid) dé 7 vavpaxia kal 7 cuppopa TH mohet eyevero, 

157-9. Cf. xii. 20 od8€ xara 1d éAdyrorov pépos THs ovoias eAeov .. , eTUyXAvopeED, Xll. 22 
periy yup dy Kat €yol rovtou rayabod odk éAdyiorov pépos, and especially xviil. 2 r@v pév kak@v ovK 
ehdytorov adros peréoxe pepos. The v of |vcev in |. 159 is fairly certain. A verb meaning 
‘avoided’ is expected, but ep|vyev cannot be read. 

160-2. Cf. ll. 8-10, nn. 

163-71. Cf. Plut. of. cit. 835 f emibenevay b€ ray drs Svdns tH Kabddq, ene xpnoywraros 
dndvray Shon, xpnuard te mapacxav Spaypas Sicxidias kat domidas diaxocias meupOeis te ody 
‘Eppave emixovpous €ucbdcaro rprakoatous, dvo 7 érewe Tadayra Sodvat Opacvoaioy Tov ’Heiov, E€vov 
airg (better ait@) yeyovdra, which is clearly based upon the present passage, not, as 
Blass (op. cad. p. 339) supposed, upon the speech zept rdv idiwv evepyeorav (cf. Il. 177-9 n.). 
A shorter verb than essc@woaro seems to have occurred in 1. 165, though cf. xii. 59 émcxovpous 
pucdodcGa. With the spelling z[e|Aye in ll. 170-1 cf. avayene as the nominative in ll. 181—2. 

173. map vpw: the traces of « are very slight, but there is not room for vper, which is 
what Lysias probably wrote (cf. ll. 216-19, n.), though later writers, e.g. Dio Cass. Exe. 
p- 66. 34, often use the dative with mapa in place of the genitive. 

177-9. The speech zpos ‘Immo6épony was probably delivered before that mepi ray idiov 
evepyeoiav, of which the contents and date are unknown. 

178. aly |apynckov: for pynuiccew, which appears as a form of peyzyyokew in the Roman 
period, but is not likely to have been used by Lysias himself, cf. Porphyr. Vet. Plotind 13 & 
d€ tuot AéEcow apaprdver, od yap dv eimev dvapypynoKerat GAA dvauynpioxera, and P. Hamburg 
37. 4 (2nd cent.) p»npicxecOar, quoted by W. Schmid in Berl. Phil. Woch. 1914. 1568. 

184. em pev tov terpa|xo|ovoy: i.e. at the fall of the Four Hundred, when several of the 
leaders escaped to Decelea; cf. Thuc. viii. 98. 

191-4. That two originally separate fragments, one attributed to the middles of 
ll. 192-3, the other (Fr. 80) to the ends of ll. 191-4, are correctly placed admits of little 
doubt. 

194~7. The general sense is that Hippotherses took more pride in the destruction than 
in the building of the walls; cf. xii. 63 xairou opddp’ dy adrov ofuar pera Oepucrokdéovs modirevd- 
pevoy mpooroicOa mpatre omws oikodopnOnoerat Ta Teixn, Omdre Kal petra Onpapyevovs Smws 
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kaBapeOnoera, and xiv. 39 4 ray Teryav KaOnpnpevov ayavakret, The first letter of pleco |p is, 
however, very uncertain, y, 7, 1, «, », 7, or r being equally possible. or[e o|ufocol» could be 
read instead of oz[e] pleco|», with xa instead of n in ]. 196 (which as it stands is rather short) ; 
but this does not combine well with ovd oulo|as eAmdas in 1.198. rev retywv err. seems to 
be a genitive absolute. 

201, wv: The first letter can be », «, or w, but hardly v. 

203. petauedy[oaly: cf. the use of the present participle absolutely in Isocr. 382 c and 
Plato, Phaedo 114. 

207. epyalc|alro: etpya{o|r[ac is inadmissible. The next word may have been kaka, 

212-13. Perhaps mev[ryxovta radavirov. 

216-19. Though the remains are scanty, the general sense is fairly clear; but in]. 217 
Bav| would be expected to end the line, and there is certainly not room for both ew and ev 
after it. Avo |av cannot be read. For xapw| Tapa Tov [Snpov amroXap |8ar| ew Chale 72 and 
XX. 30 xdpw rap’ tay arodapBavew. 

230. The cancelling of ep: is supported by x. 2 cvyyvepny dv elyoy avT@ Tay eipniever : 
but cf. ix. 22 tmép ray repupavdy ddixnudror ovyyvouny moveiobe, and XIX. 56 mepi dé tod murpos 

. ovyyvepny EXETE. 

239-46. [d:|a rol] o|you roulrou is unsatisfactory, for the slight traces after ro[v] do not 
suit Ao, and if the letter preceding |rov were v, the tail of it would rather be expected to be 
visible, [8:]a ro[v] rou|[rov Aolyou is also unsuitable, and since this speech is for the prosecution 
it is not likely to have begun with a reference to a speech by the defendant. [8a ro[v] 
ay|@|vos rov|rov is possible, but we have not been able to restore the whole passage satis- 
factorily. [etpyxe|var could be read in |. 242, but like Aolyov is not appropriate, and Sce[ Anke |v 
in ll. 242-3 is rather short. With em|:rporovs and ovovay in ll. 244-5 cf. ll. 267-8. The 
vestige of a letter at the end of |. 244 suggests e, «, or v. _ke|[Aever ajAAa is too long, 

249. Oleodoridn: cf. 1. 300. He is not likely to be the same person as the Geogoridns 
against whom lix was directed, for the fragments of that speech in P. Hibeh 14 are 
‘concerned with a ypady mapavéuor on account of Th.’s proposals to alter the pay of soldiers 
and arrangements for benefiting orphans. Nor is he to be identified with the Cco¢oridns 
xopnyos tpay@dév mentioned by Dem. xxi. 59. With regard to the spelling, Ocogoridns is the 
only form recognized in the Prosopogr. Ait.; but Ccocdoridys or Ceodoridns is commonly 
found in Byzantine MSS.. 

266. ...|v: or emel. 

267-8. Cf. ll. 244-5. 

269. The letter preceding ro may be. or o. 

270. |a can be read in place of |v. 

271. Perhaps rolre, unless olre was written twice by mistake. ye is the only alternative 
to te. 

272. avev plapruper : ciel mene 

275. moto ? fupevos : n, t, Or w can be read instead of v. 

2476. Cf. xil. 35 7 mov odds avrovs jyjoovrat mepiépyous tmép buoy rnpovpevous. 

293-4. Probably amaity|oews or arodol|ceas. as 

294-5. av|riAelyee cannot be read without altering the text, though it is the word 
expected. 

297. Svoww Oarlepov: cf. vi. 8, Xil, 34. 

302-3. Possibly [echnqpe|vac ou|« an|. é 

312. The letter before roxov might be », but is apparently not ». 

317-18. olxv[ew] denOqvac: cf. 1, 335, where these words seem to recur. But the o is 
lower in the line than would be expected and there might be one or two letters lost after it. 
The letter following «, if not y, is p. 
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320. The éx6poi are those of Theomnestus (cf. 1. 349), not those of the plaintiff (I. 258). 

322. The v of per is corrected from p. 

325-6. Possibly ove [av|ros: ovx [ov|ros is not a satisfactory reading. The last three 
letters of aura: are very doubtful, but the following p» is nearly certain, so that m[ap|ovros 
and ¢gélovros are excluded. 

330-2. Cf. xxi. 2 éru 8° avdpdoe xopnyov els Avoviowa . . . eviknoa Kai avnhooa avy Ti Tov 
rpirodos avabéoer mevrakirxiNias Spaxpds. ad]|Aas dpax|pas could be read, 

333 a-41. That Frs.45 and 73 join together and are to be placed near the beginnings 
of these lines was ascertained after they had been printed in the miscellaneous section. 

335. Cf ll. 317-18,n. Se «[ could be read. If den[Onva: is right, the next word may be 
rollre. 

337. Cf. ll. 246 and 256-7. 

338-40. Cf. ll. 298-300. 

344-5. The word or words before apyupuov may well have ended ovjro|s, corresponding 
to Il. 340-1. v[rapyor|rols is inadmissible. 

348. emfdleEae: or em .|ngat, which suggests no suitable word, though em6|néac may 
have been written for em[S]eéa, as perhaps in |. 738. [S}uvap is also difficult, but the » of 
[S]v is almost certain. 

349. That ms has been omitted before ovz[o] is clear from ll. 356-7. For ovr[o] cpodpa 
cf. ll. 418-19. 

350. Cf. ii, 79 ovk emrpeartes TEpl aUT@V TH TUX. 

351-6. As the text stands, there is no construction for the infinitive avay|xac6|nvar in 
1. 353 and no verb for wore in], 355. The simplest course is to transpose wore to |. 352 
after [e|radev, but the corruption may go deeper; e.g. ware e edu [o| dij os] UTEpN|LEpou ovr os 
may be transferred to 1. 352, or wore may be inserted there and a verb added for the second 
wate. For ets rovtio mp|ojnxo|vra cf. Dem, xxviil. 5. 

362-3. Perhaps v|| pov or (o)u|[tas. 

367. Fr. 13 is perhaps to be placed immediately above Fr. 8, so that the stroke visible 
under the p of Joua in 1. 437 represents the stroke lost above [es in 1. 367. 

370-2. These lines apparently began more to the left than ll. 368-9. 

374-80. Cf. xxxl, 14 os ody @ker Te ev Qpon@ . . . dkovoate TOY paptipev. pdprupes. Here 
the mention of pdprupes comes first. 

387. r»| vavy: cf. 1. 369. 

389. mpos |. vdcov: or possibly ]. vAny or ]..aov or |.. vor. mpos ‘Appddtor, m. "Apxivor, and 
m. Xurpwoy are titles of lost speeches of Lysias ; but Ap|uod.0v cannot be read, and the speech 
m. “Apyivoy was concerned with Lysias’ citizenship, which is clearly foreign to the subject of 
Frs. 8-9. Of the speech a. Xurpivoy only one fragment is extant, which is concerned with 
an assault, and the vestiges do not suit Xu|rpwov. Fr. 20 possibly belongs to this line; but 
cf. int. pp. 48-9. 

397. Possibly Avjovas in some form ; but cf. int. p. 48. 

410. There was perhaps a blank space after adda, indicating the end of a line. 

416. It is not certain whether a letter has been obliterated after ovra, or there was 
a blank space before the vestige of the next letter, which might be a, i.e. adica «| or a dixau. 
@ dixao[rac could be read, but Lysias regularly uses © dvdpes duxacral. 

_ 418-20. Cf. ll. 349 sqq. It is, however, unlikely that Fr. rz belongs to the speech 
against ‘Theomnestus. 

436-8. Cf. 1. 367, n. 

440-1. efaljoxe: Fr. 16, in which 1. 449 ends |epa, may well belong to the ends of 
]. 440 and the two preceding lines. 

447-9. Cf. the previous n. 
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456. Possibly, but not very probably, kara Oeopnolrov: cf. int. p. 48. The two 
extant orations x, Ocouy, are distinguished as a’ and ®&. There is a blank space above and 
below frou. 

457. Cf, 1. 389, n. There is a blank space above mpos[, but the lower margin is 
broken away. 

458. The blank spaces above and below this line indicate a title. ‘“Yrép aviov mapa- 
vopov was the title of a speech of Lysias according to Athenaeus xii. 551 d, who quotes 
a long extract from an invective against Cinesias, a writer of dithyrambs and comedies, this 
being one of the two speeches mpés Kwyoiay mentioned by Harpocration. The speech kara 
Geoforidov was also concerned with apavdyov (cf. 1. 249, n.), and Blass (of. cit. p. 350) 
assigns five other speeches to the same category. But none of the other miscellaneous 
fragments of 1606 suggests any of these speeches as its source. 

459-60. Possibly a letter is lost before arei|. There is a space below |. 460, but none 
between ll. 459-60, such as is found elsewhere between the last line of a speech and the 
title ; possibly therefore mpoo[.] . [ is a heading like pdprupes, and not a title. The vestige 
of a letter would suit y, n, 1, «, #, ¥, 7,7, Or v, and the lacuna between it and mpos, if not 
blank, is likely to have contained 0, since any other letter ought to have left visible traces. 
No speech of Lysias mpés O[. . . is known, and there is no reason to connect this fragment 
with the title of civ zepi ris "Ovopakdéous Ouyarpés. 

468-83. It is not at all certain that Fr. 24 comes from a point near the beginnings of 
lines ; cf. 1. 483, n, 

472-4. Cf. xii. 77 mwoddds micres adrois épyo Sedwxos, and |. 716, where mo|TUs perhaps 
recurs. 

481. Apparently not 6y[Aovor:. 

# 483. |npev kadov|: or |np evkadov[uev: in which case ]yp is probably not the beginning of 
a line. 

490. ger: Solsadye (cf. Il. 92-3, n.) is inadmissible. 

493. BeBale: cf. 1. 602 B|eBaoe and Lys. Fr. 310 (from Harpocration) BeBaacews Sixns 
dvopa eorw ny dixdfovrar of aynodpevoi te TO drrodopev@, ay repos pev audiaByntn Tod mpabevtos, 6 dé 
py BeBaiot. eviore kai appaBadvos pdvov Sob€vros cita audurBytncartds Tov eAdyxave THY THs BeBaw- 
gews Sikny 6 tov dppaBdva Sols TO AaBdyrt. Avoias ev dvoi Adyors. app|eBnr| occurs in 1, 604 
and apdu|oBnre in 1. 547, so that all three Frs. 25, 31, and 39 may have come from one of 
the two speeches to which Harpocration was referring. In any case they probably belong 
to an oration different from those against Hippotherses and Theomnestus; cf. int. The colour 
of Frs. 31 and 39 suggests that they are to be placed near each other. 

496. ie. |: Iep|wvupos (cf. Lysias Fr. 123 and p. 48) might be restored, but cf. the 
previous n. 

506-1 rt. Cf. ll. rr8—20 Kavro|¢| Oikatws av [opyefor]abe ToL e@rnpe| vor|s Ta UpETEPA and 
XXX1. 33 pdvos 67)... Suxaiws odd’ dv ayavakroin wy tvyov. Fr, 26 may well belong to the speech 
mpos ‘ImmoOépanv, but the proposed restoration of ll. 506-7 makes those lines shorter than 
usual by one or two letters, and em tov Tra] puwy seems to be a mistake for em rous mrar| puots 3 
cf. i. 1 éml rots yeyevnuévors dyavakroiy. 

520-9. Fr. 28 probably joins Fr. 29; cf. the next n. 

530-5. That Frs. 29 and 30, both from the bottoms of columns, join, as indicated in 
the text, admits of hardly any doubt; the position assigned to Fr. 28. 524-9 at the 
beginnings of these lines is attractive, but not certain. A new sentence begins in 1. 533 
with amode|, and amode|é [rlow[vy alvroy would be expected; but the traces of the letter 
following é suggest no other vowel than a, and amodec€a{e or aroderéals is difficult to construct. 
The o of « . in 1. 534 is nearly certain, but the next letter might be v and the third is quite 
doubtful. 


° 
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536. The left-hand part of the + of ra is missing, and there is no external evidence for 
r being the first letter of the line. There is certainly not room for a [av aluro. 

537-8. peporro [r}qv | [xape is possible. Frs. 28-30 might belong to the speech mpos 
‘Innobepony: cf. ll. 171-3. 

539-48. Cf. l. 493, n. . It is tempting to place Fr. 53 to the left of Fr. 31, so that the 
tip of the o of Judea in 1. 696 would belong to the bottom of the o of JoBnree in 1. 547. The 
fibres suit well enough, though the two fragments would still not actually join each other. 
Lines 544-7 would then run [. nee «lav 4 [. ; m|odXa npap||r Rea Ree (or la et) Tis col (or TLL 
or) pndev | [... . KlaOnkav porte... . n\uperBnre Tax, which remains obscure. 

354. The letter following {Joey seems to begin with a vertical stroke and not to be « 

559. Sjuayonevos: the middle of this verb is used by Plato, but not elsewhere by Lysias. 
ayopevos can be read. 

601-6. Cf. 1. 493, n. 

641—7. It is not certain that Fr. 44 belongs to 1606. 

648-53. Cf. ll. 333 a—41, n. 

693-7. Cf. ll. 539-48, n. 

716. Cf. ll. 472-4, n. 

"25. mdo|vowwralr : ch ll. 153-4. 

735. \dnéa: the 7 is clear, but er|Se€ac may be meant; cf. 1. 348, n. 

736-7. For avaurxur| ros Soo |iadns cf. ll. g2-3, n. But Lysias made speeches mpos 
ANKiBiddqv and mpds ’ApxeBuadnv, and either of these two names can equally well be supplied. 

773-6. Cf. ll. 333 a—-41, n. 

°781. For Se|orad| cf. ll. 92-3, n. 

485. Perhaps el ees or Gco| Coridys (cf. 1. 249, n.). 

Sor—4. Cf. Il. 191-4, n. 

809-12. Whether this fragment belongs to 1606 is doubtful. There is no other 
instance of a coronis in the papyrus. 

829. Ja o Avfovas can be read, in which case Fr. 87 would belong to the speech zpos 
‘Inmobépony. 

858-9. Fr. 128 is probably to be placed to the left of Fr. 97 with a slight gap between 
them, in which case the combined reading is |eav mote eme{ and @ alpdpes Sixalora. 

865. Possibly Jae ft) A[votas ; Cie 829, n. 

869. Possibly | Avo[uas; cf. 1. 829, n. 

934-5. Cf. ll. 858-9, n. 
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Height 27-5 cm. —_ Late second or early third century. 
Plate III (Frs. 5+ 4). 


These fragments of a lost oration, found with 1606, were originally more than 
60 in number, but have been reduced by a quarter through combinations. At 
least ten columns are represented, the longest fragment (1) containing parts 
of three with some continuous passages ; but of the other pieces only Fr. 5 is of 
much value, and not more than about oo lines in al] can be restored. The order 
of the fragments is uncertain; but the similarity in colour and texture of Frs. 2— 
12 suggests that they are to be placed near each other, and suitable positions have 
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been found for Frs. 3 and 4 in combination with Frs. 2. ii and 5 respectively. That 
Fr. 14 belongs to Fr. 2. ii is far from certain (cf. Il. 159-62,n.), for Frs. 13-20 form 
another group, differing from the rest in colour. The handwriting is an upright, 
rather irregular uncial of the late second or early third century, the letters being 
as a rule somewhat widely separated. The script sometimes, e. g. in Frs, 13-20; 
tends to become more compact ; but there seems to be no change of hand. There 
were 39-40 lines in a column, and 11-18 letters, usually 13-15, in a line. The 
common >-shaped sign is used for filling up short lines, being duplicated in |. 87. 
Tota adscript was written. High stops were employed, these sometimes approxi- 
mating to the middle position, but probably without any intentional distinction. 
All these, together with occasional diaereses over 1 and v, a mark of elision 
in ]. 230, and an accent in 1. 455, are due to the original scribe, as are certainly most 
of the corrections ; but the alterations in Il. 15, 71, 93, and 424 were possibly made 
by a different person. 

The oration was evidently in defence of a certain Lycophron, who is men- 
tioned several times by name (ll. 28, 106,160?, and 287), but elsewhere is usually 
called otros. He was accused of adultery with a woman whose husband was ill 
(ll. 180-8), the main subject of Fr. 1 being a denial of the charge that Lycophron 
had dug a hole in the wall which divided his house from hers. It is also 
evident that this person is identical with the Lycophron defended by Hyperides 
in an oration of which a few fragments from the beginning and the whole of the 
concluding portion are extant in P. Brit. Mus. 115. That speech was similarly 
concerned with an accusation against Lycophron of adultery with an unnamed 
woman whose husband was in a dying condition; her brother Dioxippus, a 
distinguished athlete (Hyperid. Lycophr. § 5), is obviously identical with the 
Dioxippus of 1607. 285, and the Theomnestus alluded to in 1607. 219 as one of 
the chief witnesses for the prosecution is no doubt the same as the accuser 
Theomnestus who is bitterly attacked in Lycophr.§ 2, while there is probably 
a reference in 1607. 283 to Charippus, the second husband of the woman 
in question (Lycophr. § 3). Since the British Museum oration was composed for 
delivery by the defendant himself, who speaks in the first person, 1607, in which 
Lycophron is mentioned in the third person, cannot belong to the missing part of 
it, though it must have covered the same ground. The Oxyrhynchus fragments 
therefore belong to another speech delivered in connexion with this cause célébre 
of about 340 B.C. 

From the British Museum papyrus it is known that the proceedings against 
Lycophron took the form of an eicayyeAta, which in the first instance was brought 
before the djuos by the famous orator Lycurgus in the absence of Lycophron 
from Athens on military service at Lemnos. In the fifth and the earlier half of 
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the fourth century B.C. elcayyeAia brought before the dijpos, either directly or 
through the agency of the BovAy, were usually tried by the whole éjpos, as €. g. in 
388 in the case of Ergocles, against whom a speech of Lysias is extant ; but after 
361 the normal practice, as illustrated chiefly by the orations of Hyperides for 
Lycophron and Euxenippus and that of Lycurgus against Leocrates, seems to 
have been to refer such cases to a court of dicasts; cf. Lipsius, Attisches Recht, 
i. 176 sqq. Lycurgus is known from quotations to have composed two speeches 
against Lycophron, and it is generally supposed that one of these was delivered by 
himself before the whole dios, while the other was written for delivery before the 
dicasts by the chief plaintiff,a certain Ariston, this being the speech to which Hy- 
perides’ oration for Lycophron was the reply (Blass, Az¢. Beredsamkeitt, iil. 59). The 
line of argument adopted in 1607 renders it impossible to regard the speech as the 
work of Lycurgus, and there is some a@ priori probability that the author of it was 
Hyperides. This orator was rather widely read in Egypt, for six of his speeches 
are preserved more or less completely in four papyri from that country (682, 
a fragment of a lost oration, may also belong to him), whereas, of his con- 
temporaries other than Lycurgus, Demades and Dinarchus are not represented 
in papyri, and neither Aeschines, who according to Pseudo-Plutarch 840 e wrote 
only four speeches, nor Demosthenes, whose orations are nearly all extant, 
is suitable as the author of 1607. Like Lycurgus, Hyperides may well have 
taken part in the proceedings before the 8fuos concerning Lycophron in addition 
to the subsequent trial before the dicasts; but the employment of the phrase 
& dvdpes Sixacral in 1607. 221-2, not & dvdpes ’AOnvaior as in Lysias’ speech against 
Ergocles, is irreconcilable with the hypothesis that the djuos as a whole was being 
addressed. Lycurgus in his oration against Leocrates uses @ dvépes, & *AOnvator 
and & dvdpes dukactal indiscriminately, but in a speech delivered before dicasts, and 
if Hyperides was the author of 1607 he must have written two orations for 
delivery at the same trial, one (the British Museum papyrus) spoken by Lyco- 
phron, the other (1607) spoken either by the author himself or by a third person. 
The British Museum oration concludes with an appeal from Lycophron to a certain 
Theophilus to speak on his behalf, and it is to this speech, also composed by 
Hyperides, rather than to a speech delivered by Hyperides in the first person, that 
we are disposed to attribute 1607. This hypothesis is distinctly supported by 
internal evidence. Hyperides was censured by several ancient critics, particularly 
Hermogenes, for carelessness in his choice of Aéfevs (cf. Blass, of. cét. iii. 25 sqq-), 
and 1607 has several not strictly Attic expressions, which seem to be taken from 
common life. Thus ave/rac0a: with an accusative (Il. 28) and rapaciw7ay (1. 69) 
are not attested before Polybius, nor is éyev7Oy (1. 63, n.) with certainty before 
Philemon. cya in ll. 32 and 76 is used in a manner approximating to its third 
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century B.C. use as ‘slave’, and it is possible that d:adéyeoOar in ]. 97 is used 
de concubitu, which would be exactly parallel to the rare use of d:adéyeoOau in the 
sense of mAnoid¢ew tails yuvargi ascribed to Hyperides by Moeris, p. 195 (= Blass, 
Fr. 171). That quotation, together with two similar references in Pollux to 
Hyperides’ use of dvetkeypevos, is assigned by Blass to the oration wep! Ppvvys, but 
the Moeris quotation might even refer to the present passage. There are also 
several other agreements with Hyperides in points of diction; cf. ll. 26, 71-3, 82, 
86-8, 108, 111, 128, 220-3, nn. 

Against the attribution of 1607 to Hyperides it may be urged that the 
British Museum papyrus has the title at the end (amodoyia tmép Avkddpovos) 
without the addition a’ or 8’, and proceeds to the speech for Euxenippus, and the 
ancient references to the speech for Lycophron (four in Pollux, one in Anti- 
atticista in Bekker, Avecd. p. 97) do not mention morethan one. But the British 
Museum papyrus contains only three selected orations, and since the quotations in 
Pollux and Antiatticista from the speech for Lycophron do not occur in it, they 
might even refer to 1607, not to that speech. If there were two speeches for 
Lycophron, sometimes distinguished as a’ and f’, the ignoring of that distinction 
by Pollux and Antiatticista would be no more remarkable than the failure of 
Harpocration in seven out of nine cases and of Suidas twice to state which of the 
two speeches of Lycurgus they meant by xard Avxdppovos. Moreover the title 
of 1607 may have been something different from tmép Avedppovos 8’. Accord- 
ing to Pseudo-Plutarch 849d Hyperides composed 77 speeches, of which 52 
were genuine. The titles of nearly 70 are known, and none of these is at all 
suitable for identification with 1607, except possibly a speech which is vaguely 
described by Pollux as cvvnyopixds. But the scholiast on Aeschines, De falsa leg. 
§ 18, gives the number of Hyperides’ orations as 170, and though the figures 
assigned by this scholiast to the speeches of the orators are in general less trust- 
worthy than those of Pseudo-Plutarch, and in some cases (e. g. in regard to Lysias 
and Isaeus) certainly corrupt, the figure 77 for Hyperides may well be too small, 
while, even if correct, it leaves a small balance of unknown speeches, of which 1607 
may have been one. That Athenian advocates sometimes composed two 
orations for delivery by different speakers at the same trial is known from the two 
extant orations of Lysias against Alcibiades, of which the second is not a reply 
by the speaker of the first, and is not parallel to the second speech of Demosthenes 
against Aphobus; cf. Blass, of. cét.i. 492. Though open to some difficulties, the 
view that 1607 passed in Egypt as the composition of Hyperides offers the most 
satisfactory explanation. Whether it was actually genuine is more doubtful, 
in view of Pseudo-Plutarch’s rejection of one-third of the speeches assigned to 
Hyperides. While the first oration of Demosthenes against Stephanus is 
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generally regarded as authentic, the second is not; cf. Blass, of. czz. ili. 409 sqq., 
472-5. But against the hypothesis that 1607 is a later composition ascribed 
to Hyperides must be set the apparent mention in ll. 218-20 of two individuals, 
Anaschetus and Criton, who are known from an inscription of 340 B.C., the 
approximate date of the British Museum speech. 

We are indebted to Mr. Lobel and Dr. Hude for several good suggestions 


in the restoration of this papyrus. 


Ive. 


13 lines lost 


[rovro|y diolpvgae Tov 


15 [Totxoly rns] mpos Ali 

[avOp\wmrov operdras 

[eve]kev ovdapos 

[wiOlavoy eazy: ovTe 

yap] s (mpos) Tous mporepov 
20 auT@t eELTOVpyouy 

TaS Kal Tay o TL Kedev 

[oc] mpobupws UTropMe 

vovtas dunvexOn 

21, 


Puytss Col. a (complete): 
4o [....]oOat ovk av dio 
[pluge Tov ToLxov: m0 
[lev yap avOpwrros 
[u\noev KateTeryo 
[uJevos aX EXov THY 





45 [e]fovoray kat Ta Tap € 
Kens €LdEevar Kat 
Ta Tap auTouv A€cyev 
[k]ac tlous?..]- ous 0 
a Baty Auber ] moreco Oa 


BO Wage 1) es at = |. ov eme 


Colfer 


dednrwkev: ovd o 


25 TL yevouevns mpos 


avTov avipaxlas 
EKELVOL THY XpELaV 
[alrevravto obey o Av 
koppov emt To Tov 

30 Toxov diopvgar Ka 
TIT €XO]n pyKeTe 
[Tov] colpjaroy [.. .| 
[jo OWMOLOS Tela ae 

5 or 6 lines lost 


y of ray corr. 


Fri, Col. ii (complete): 


amep ouvrot m[povber ? 
80 ror vey 6 exlelivjoly pey | 

ewpov KalO] umepBo 

Anv acblelvos dra 

kKelmev[oly TavTny 

de t[nv T\ns oft|kias 
85 ple|AAovcay Kuptev 

('y mlo|Av mpo op Bad 

fav avehauBa 

vov pn mabovros 

TL TOVTOV TLwpLay 


9° Umocywolv wy av 


1607, HYPERIDES (@), FOR LYCOPHRON 79 


leech bay ae Payee eatce| 
eehses nae |vrov tyAL 
KoluTos 2? wy ovderro 

DOGTS (oer ee eTON RRL 
ToluT@t ovdelzroO o 
Xpleuns ? Tyv] orxear 
an[eumrev ?| Kat pny 
aduv[atoly ye exer 

60 tag to Tas Depa 
Talvas avTNs Tmpos 
Tovtov dradeper Oar: 
Tis [ylap av ovtws eye 
vn0n Opacea wore 

65 1 Ta Tapa Tovrov 
pndevta [[ra mapa 
TouTou pndevTa|| 
n 7% Tap ekewvns 
Tpos TovTov mralpa 


70 olomnoa ts tdrals 


p 
exOas [evlexa* mpo 
: 


[xleclpos de] nv o xiv 





[Guvos ex? plev yap 

eee oe ar jy ovy 
rial onan  . .|veuw* 

ee eee lv Ta c@ 

LOT Oe sata « juyny 

So gacae ee, Saar |rrew 


Col, i (10p). 
PES cleiseeee hae |v ovvot 


Eiciepene recat ]voe Kupt 


O5 


109 


105 


110 


115 


g Be 


tem paléav: OUKOUV 
ou7[e dlLepvy Onvac 

ol 
TOV tv ]]xov UTro Tov 


Tov mOavov oure 
evoOer Kabanlelp Ac 
yet Tats Oeparraivas 
drareyer Oat t[ivos 
yap evexey’ [7 ? mpos 
[yep] avrov tlavTas 
dtevex[Onvar det ? 

ov idol Ppoverrepov ? 
dn 7ns [Oeorrowvns ? 
Tpocdge|pomerns av 


Kateppov|noe...... 
eh YAO? WEI ret cla ace 


UMENGCBC KAU eee aes 


Col. ii (top) + Frs. 3 and 14? 


(vymers of pl... Jou dtxa 


160 (ovrel|s Avkoppolvos xa 














TAD OXYRA YNGHOUS tear nL 








80 
1207s ocean |. @ow 
| slie' aleeneee ]- voet 
agence joTaTny 
leeemor eta ce yas | mapy 
(emeeret ees = \wevne: 
Sweet. evans 7 |ovToy 
cic) Ge parece |ra: an 
WANG als hes cies juTa 
Mere eles eae ] dvappn 
SIL? ees Ghee tone |rns 
rom. 0a letters” (|. ev 
[t3  is }- 
i ees 
eee Fe lexa 
fee 
135 [ 14» | 
ek Shee 
ete, ls Gx 
kk eae ana: 
fe a lo 
ee 
eer leo 
Lake ce: |ka 
ees |e 
a. ol 
450i 14. (5, ju 
[ 14 5 iy 
Wa Nat 
11 lines lost 
Dee 
TCL. | 
200 = |kaOu[ 


165 


170 


185 


Igo 


Tayvalce|oO[e add ?| eav 
ye coppolyinze-- -] + |] 
pn povlov ....- 
poous adjAa Kal.. 


avrexec|Oar .... 
Tos mBalvoy ..t 


eval TOS . fadegsS peters 


5 TOvTa TO|s. asin ue 


[ol@ae perro. as 
TY EXO[- «=. « n 
Aikifaly Tal...+-. 


Xopnee. ee 


6 QIFETEE| va on states 
vec Oar Glib oo 


ulwlep ov [.-.--- 
o[oJJoppor[.----- 

6 opodoyell...- 

Kab yap €c sis |. = «; 


THB. « «| TA)... 


play avatal.... 
KaT auTov 7T|...- 
eimely Nglolo. . 


[7 ]lee wey ex zou? ou 


7” —— 


201 


205 


210 


205 


220 


225 


TOO eRe Ss) FOR DVCOLHRON 81 


Jexrol 
Ino 


Frs. 5 (top) + 4. Plate iii. 
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Fr. 13 (tops of cols.). 
Colm: Cole ii. Col. iii. 
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iEraeoG. Ey 40; mg ac Hr 4o% Bos: 
498 ]..o2.[ 500 | 502 J. 7 et 506 J. vol 
je Tos. [ }- e7| ir 505 gral }-[ 
end of col, 
Fr. 44. Fr. 45. Fr, 46. eh a legs 
508 |rez| 509 |vo[ 510 Ia BET Tel 


Erol (i)\.. « rovro|y Sifolpdéae rov [rotxo|y ri[s|] mpos tiv [avOp|omov 6uirias [éve|xev odSapas 
[mOavdy eoriv. ovre yalp] ds (mpos) robs mpdrepov ait Rec oe poyias kal nav 6 tt Kedev|ou| mpov- 
pws Urropévoytas Suqvexn dedi Aexey, ov8 dre -yevouerns mpds adrov dipaxias exelvor THY xXpelav 
[a i|reiravro, dOev 6 Avkdppar én rd Tov Toiyov Bropugat karnn|etxO|n, pqnere [rar] ow p|érov [ Wo ee 
6|uoiws rel. es (ii) aoa .|oOae ovK av bud [p]uée TOV TOLXOV, né[6 ev yap dvOpomos [pe |ndev KQTETTEL- 
| |evos GAN éyov Ty [e |fovetay kal Ta map" ekelyns eidévar Kal Ta map’ avrovd AGBh, [k]at erate 
(I. 55) cai rol bre ovd¢}ro6? 6 Xpléuns ? TH] oiktay dn{ cimey ?| kal pny advr|dro|v ye elyev Takw TO Tas 
Oeparaivas aitis mpos tovrov diapéperOa. ris [ylap dv ovrws éeyernOn Opaceia Sore i} Ta mapa TovTOU 
pnOevra 7) ra map’ ekelvns mpos TodTov ma pa Clamnoa. THs idials] éxOpas [&exa ; mpdlx Jet[pos be] Hv 6 
ki[ Svvos. ei? plev BET) od < (iii) 4 arrep obrot m| povdev ?|ro. vov © éx[e Jir[o VY bev E@POV «alo umepBo- 
Ajy dablelvas Suakeiper{o te radrqy be thy vis of? }eias ulé é|\Aoveay xupueve|t]y mlo|Av mpo ofpOarpav 
dvehapBavor, a maOdvtos Tt TOUTOU Timwpiay broTxaow oY dvrén|pa|éay. OUKovv ovr[e 6 |Co)pux Svat 
TOY TOLYOY UmO TovTOU TLOaVdy, oUTE ei@Oer, kabam|e|p Neyer, tats Geparraivats duaréyeo Oat. 7[ivos | yap 
evexep ; [ri? mpos| aurov Ad devex| Ojvac edeu (?)], ov pro ppovéarepor ?| on THs [Seamoivns ?| 
mpoope| pouevns avr ae 

‘That he dug through the wall for the sake of intercourse with the woman is not at all 
credible. For the accuser has not shown either that he quarrelled with the persons who 
were in his service and readily submitted to any of his orders, or that owing to an altercation 
with him they renounced their intimacy, in consequence of which Lycophron was reduced 
to digging through the wall, since the servants were no longer . . 

. he would not have dug through the wall. For why should a man, who was 
not in straits, but in a position both to get news from her and to send messages from 
himself se? 

. .and Chremes never forbade him the house (?). Moreover that her maids quarrelled 
with him was as good as impossible. For which of them could have become so bold 
as to pass over in silence either his messages to her or her messages to him for the sake of 
private enmity? The danger was close at hand; for... But, as it was, they saw that he 
was in an excessively weak state, while she who was about to become the owner of the 
house was kept before their eyes, for fear that if anything happened to him they would 
suffer punishment for their revenge. It is therefore incredible that Lycophron dug 
through the wall, and he was not in the habit, as stated by the accuser, of conversing 
with the maidservants. Why should he have done so? What need was there for them to 
quarrel with him when, their mistress being on quite familiar terms with-him, they ...?’ 


Fr. 5. 212 riow ovp rekp| n |ptors xpnodpe| vos] ToUTOUS kenev[er| kaTabuxacety ; x[enlr(ale, vn) 
Aia, tai[s Trav] kndeorav plaprv pias ’Avacyxér[ou| Kat Geopvnot[ov kat] Kpirwvos, as xad[Gs] €xov eariv, 
® a[ popes duxacrai, p[7)| mapép[ yas | e£e[rd oa, ri [yalp odn|v xa|rnyopi| av | ek TO 

‘On what proofs then does he rely when he bids them (sc. his rele cieeen) give 
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a verdict of guilty? He relies forsooth on the evidence of his relatives by marriage, Anas- 
chetus, Theomnestus, and Criton, which it is your duty, gentlemen of the jury, to examine 
with special care. For the whole accusation (depends) on .. .’ 


18. [mOlavov: cf. ll. 94, 173, 236. 

1g. (mpos): cf. ll. 61-2. 

24. dedndoxev: the subject is 6 xariyopos, sc. Ariston; cf. int. p. 76. 

26. ayipaxtas: cf. Aeschin. De fals. leg. 176. dyysaxeiv is quoted from Hyperides by 
Antiatticista ap. Bekk. Azecd. 79. 12. 

30-1. karnn| etx |n : Giemls 43: 

32. ool p lator : cf. 1. 76 and int. p. 76. 

33- te[: Or tp[. The second letter may have been corrected. 

48. |. ous: e or p can be read instead of o. 

53-4. TyAiolutos? w|y: the reference might be to the age of dying husband (cf. ll. 80-3 
and int.); but it seems more likely that he is the subject not of Jaro in 1. 55 but of the verb 
in ]. 58, and that Lycophron is the subject as far as]. 55. In that case the point of ryAc- 
xo[uros would be that Lycophron was over 50 years of age when the trial took place, an 
argument used in his defence on the charge of adultery in Lycophr. § 15. 

56-8. The restorations are highly conjectural, but o xp| looks like a proper name, and 
a mention of the husband, whose name is unknown, but who is called ékeivos in 1. 80, is very 
appropriate here. ral[vrqj is inadmissible in 1. 56. 

63. eyevnén: this form, which is common in the third century B.c., occurs in the MSS. 
of Plato, Phileb. 62d ebeyernOn jpiv (e&eyéve jypiv Stallbaum), and in two fragments of 
Philemon ; cf. Lobeck, PAryn. 109, and int. p. 76. 

69. ral pa|ovomnoat : ci, int, p, 76: 

71-3. mpo[x el pos de] ny o xw[Svvos: cf. Hyper. Epztaph. 17 eis ro xuvduvevew [mp loxeipas. 

73. «0? plev yap: pev is required to balance vv de in |. 80, but may have come in l. 76. 

46. oo| para: cia, 32. 

77-9. |rrew is perhaps d.opu|rrew (cf. ll. 14, 30, 92) and |vyqy might be dvop |uynv or 
diop|vynv, though neither form is classical, the best MSS. in Dem. vii. 40 having diopvx7. But 
m{povOev|ro, if that is the right restoration, does not fit in very well with a reference to digging 
through the wall. ovrou are the c@para. 

80. exje|u[oly: cf. ll. 56-8, n. The first husband of the woman is similarly alluded to 
in Lycophr. xlvi ere |.d7 ére| NevTNoev ek |eivos and xlvii eketvos [kvot |oav THY yovalika e€| avuTou 
katadé Aore|y. rev already projects for some distance into the margin, and there is no room 
for [av after it, if av eAapBavoy be read in |. 87; cf. n. ad loc. 

O2R ac6|€|vas Staxetper| op: cf. Lycophr. § 17 drépws diaxerpévors. 

86-8. mpo opOarpav avedapBavov: cf, Epitaph. 17 mpd dpOadrpav dpwpeva adrois ra deuva, 
and Polyb. ii. 35 AauBdvev mpd dpbadrpar 16 mapadofoy ray rére yevouévov. There seems to be 
no instance of dya\apBavew with mpd 6pOadpar, but with the division av ehapBavoy it is necessary 
to suppose the omission of ay in ]. 80. 

97. diareyerOau: cf. int. p. 77. 

98. The supposed stop after evecey might be the beginning of r. For the supplements 
in Il. g8—-100 cf. ll. 60-2. 

108. vn Ada: cf. 1. 216, Demosth. i. 7, Euxenip. 12, 14, 27. 

ILI. umedaBe : a favourite word of Hyperides, occurring 11 times in his speeches. 

128. Svappy| Snv: cf. Athenog. 10, 16. 

159-62. It is very doubtful whether Fr. 14, containing the supposed ends of these 
lines, is rightly placed here, for the colour of it is different, especially on the verso (cf. int. 
p- 74), and at a junction with the upper margin of Fr. 2, which becomes necessary, the 
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fibres of the recto do not harmonize very well. 0x pu@|ov dixalgovres is too short. oj is 
possible, and ov may be the negative. 

oe Abas Fr. 3 seems to be rightly placed here. xa v|repBodny is not unlikely in 1. 171; 
Chol or 

198. This line was probably the last of the column, which is already slightly longer 
than usual (40 lines compared to 39 in Fr. 1), 

199-200. Cf, ll. 170-1, n. 

201-4. Fr. 4 almost certainly belongs to Il. 224-7. 

F 208. rouevoy: the last two letters are very doubtful; but cf. 1. 205.  ropeyny cannot be 
read. 

218-20. The very rare name ’Avdoxeros occurs also in C.I.A. il. 804 Ba (Av. 
AnporéAovs “‘AXaevs) in a list of sureties in 340B.c. for some triremes supplied to the 
Chalcidians, the preceding name being Kpirev Acrudyou Kudabnvareds, who is also mentioned in 
C.I.A. ii. 807, and included among the xdAX\orot ray wodraeyv by Aeschin. Contra Timarch, 156. 
Probably these two persons are identical with ’Avdocyeros and Kpiroy here. For Océprnoros 
cf. Lycophr. § 2 16 & dpyipior Geol pry |or@ dideow (sc. Ariston): exeivos d€ AapBdvwv avdpdmoda 
ayopitet, kal mapéxer Somep Tots AjaTais emioiticpdy, kat Sidwou rovT@ tmep Exdorov tod avdpanddov 
6Borby THs Hpépas, Oras dv 7 aOdvaros cuKopartns. 

220-1. xadlas| exov: cf. Demos/h. vill. 22 Karas [exeu tov | “Apmahov [eydodvac thy Tony, 
Lycophr. § 11 kai tovro m&s Kahds Exer oe pev .. . THY KaTHyoplay Tromjoac Oa. 

222—2, pln] mapep| yos | e€e(raloa: cf. Athenog. 13 tovs te vopous e€eralew ... mapepya TaA\a 
TavTa Tomodpevoy. 

228-31. It is not absolutely certain that these are the beginnings of lines. 

236. me avov : Clelear or 

283. [ror Xa[pur]ro|c]: the traces of the supposed zo are very slight and indecisive, but 
a mention of Charippus, to whom Dioxippus gave his sister in second marriage, and who 
figures largely in the charges discussed in Lycophr. §§ 3-7, is very appropriate ; cf. int. p. 75. 
eydovra Or mpo Tou eySouvat is to be supplied at the end of the preceding column ; cf. Lycophr. 
§ 5 Kat yap obros (sc. Dioxippus) nKodovder dia 7d xHpav eydidooGae adrjy. 

284. eles [O]Ar[umav: it is not certain that any letter is missing in the lacuna after els, 
and the following vestiges would also suit av{ or az{ or possibly «|, but Dioxippus was 
victorious as a pancratiast at Olympia according to Plin. Was. Avs/. xxxv. 139 and others. 
The date assigned to his victory by Foerster, Olymp. Sieger, no. 381, is 336 B.c., but there 
is no very definite evidence for fixing the year, except the fact that Dioxippus went to Asia 
with Alexander (Diod. xvii. roo-1), i.e. in 335 or 334, and died there, so that he cannot 
have been at Olympia after 336. The oration of Hyperides against Lycophron is generally 
assigned to 3408.¢., and if [O}Av[wmay is right the victory of Dioxippus was more probably 
in 340, or even 344, than in 336. 

286-7. arepavwalopra : atepavec|alyra does not suit the size of the lacuna. 

288. The r of res has either been corrected from or else been inserted later. 

289. The letter before menmovra seems to have been o or v with a stroke through it, and 
the vestige of the preceding letter rather suggests a or A, so that probably the scribe began 
to write avrwe or Avkofpom, but corrected it. 

313-16. Cf. ll. 159-62, n. 

336-7. For kal Oarrep Aelyee cf. 1. 95. 

424-36. These are perhaps the beginnings of lines; but if so, da projects into the mar- 


gin of J. 433. 
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1608. AESCHINES SOCRATICUS, Alcibiades. 


Fr. 4 169-8 cm. Late second century. 
Plate IIT (Fr: 4). 


The source of these scanty fragments of a dialogue between Socrates and 
Alcibiades, chiefly concerning the character of Themistocles, is shown to be the 
Alcibiades of Aeschines Socraticus by coincidences with two of the six extant 
quotations from that lost dialogue. Aeschines was one of the most important 
followers of Socrates, being often placed by ancient critics next in rank to 
Plato and Xenophon. His reputation rested not so much on his own con- 
tributions to the development of his master’s philosophy, which seem to have 
been inconsiderable, but on the elegance of his style, which is specially praised 
by Aristides and Hermogenes, and on the fidelity of his representation of 
Socrates, which even led to the accusation in antiquity that the master, not the 
disciple, was the author of the dialogues (Diog. Laert. Vita Aeschinis, ii. 7). 
The recovery of new fragments of the Alcibiades is therefore a matter of some 
interest, especially in view of the current controversy initiated by Prof. Burnet 
concerning the historical character of the Platonic Socrates. 

The extant fragments of Aeschines’ seven genuine dialogues have recently 
been collected and discussed by H. Krauss (Teubner, 1911) and more fully by 
H. Dittmar (Philol. Untersuch. xxi. 1912). Much the longest is Fr. 1 (Krauss) 
of the Alcibiades from Aristides, orat. 46 (ii. 292 sqq., Dindorf) containing 
a panegyric upon Themistocles addressed to Alcibiades by Socrates, and 
concluding with a warning that even Themistocles’ émotijm was not strong 
enough to save him from disasters. Another passage in the same oration of 
Aristides (ii. 369) not only supplies a second fragment (small), which Krauss, 
following C. F. Hermann, assigns to a position immediately preceding Fr. 1, 
but gives a general description of the context of Fr. 1, from which it appears 
that Alcibiades was reduced to tears by the sense of his own inferiority to 
Themistocles. Before the end of the dialogue, which was put into the form 
of a narrative by Socrates, as is shown by the use of the first person in referring 
to him, Alcibiades seems to have left, and Frs. 3 and 4 (from Aristid. oraz. 45) 
apparently belong to the conclusion of the dialogue, being part of an explanation 
of Socrates’ general point of view in relation to Alcibiades, addressed to an 
unknown third participator in the conversation. Frs. 5 and 6, from Priscianus 
and Athenaeus respectively, are unimportant; but evidently the general drift of 
the whole dialogue was similar to that of the (Pseudo-)Platonic Alcibiades, a 
desire to curb the arrogance of Alcibiades. Aristides in fact contrasts the two 
dialogues, to the disadvantage of Plato. There are also apparent allusions to 
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Aeschines’ dialogue in Cic. Zusc. iii. 77 and Augustin, De civit. dei, xiv. 8; 
cf. Dittmar'ss Fr. 10, and pp. 99-103 of his edition. These indicate that Socrates 
showed Alcibiades, who thought himself deatus (eddaiuwy), that he was really 
stultus (aua0yjs), and as such misery (a0At0s), with the result that Alcibiades 
entreated Socrates to free him from ¢arpitudo (alcypérns) and teach him virtus 
(apern). 
Of the 19 (originally 25) fragments of the papyrus only six are large 
enough to be of any value, and the longest continuous passage is less than 
20 lines (ll. 34-52). Fr. 5 (ll. 77-87) contains after parts of 5 new lines 
Krauss’s Fr. 2, immediately followed, as he had correctly surmised, by the 
beginning of his Fr.1. This is continued after a gap in Frs. 6 and 7, the latter 
fragment containing the bottoms of two columns. Since the extent of the 
missing portion of Fr. 7. ii is known to have been approximately Ig lines, there 
were about 30 lines in a column, and probably Fr. 5, of which the upper margin 
is broken off, is from the top of a column ; for Frs. 5, 6,and 7. i together account 
for 30 lines. With regard to the position of the other fragments, none of them 
belongs to the four columns immediately following Fr. 7. ii, all of which must 
have been occupied by the remainder of the extant panegyric on Themistocles, 
and internal evidence indicates that at any rate Frs. 1, 2, and 4 preceded Frs. 5-7. 
Fr. 1 is placed in that position because the reference to Themistocles in |. 3 may 
be the first introduction of his name into the discussion, which continues to be 
occupied with him in Frs. 4-7. Socrates seems to have asked a question 
reflecting on his interlocutor’s (presumably Alcibiades’) relations to his parents, 
adducing as a parallel the bad relations of Themistocles to his parents—a remark 
which draws a protest from Alcibiades (Il. 1-6). The next question is concerned 
with a different subject, whether people are first jovorxot and tmmxot or the 
opposite, the second alternative being naturally adopted by Alcibiades (Il. 7-15), 
at which point the fragment ceases to be intelligible. The story that Themistocles 
had been disinherited by his father, which is mentioned by Plutarch and other 
writers (cf. ll. 38-9, n.), had in any case been alluded to by Socrates before Fr. 4, 
in which Alcibiades is definitely stated to be the other speaker (I. 50); for in 
Il. 36-48 the latter expressed his surprise at the supposed disinheritance, and 
vigorously condemned the character of Themistocles implied by such an incident. 
There is an apparent connexion between this speech of Alcibiades and the 
reference at the beginning of Socrates’ panegyric on Themistocles (Il. 85-7) 
to Alcibiades’ boldness in criticizing that statesman; but Frs. 5-7 cannot be 
combined with the remains of Fr. 4. ii, so that at least one column intervened 
between Fr. 4. i and Frs. 5-7, though the gap is not likely to be wide. The 
next question of Socrates (Il. 48 sqq.) is incompletely preserved and somewhat 
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obscure, as is the point of his remark in Il. 34-6, which preceded the outburst 
of Alcibiades and mentions Apollodorus’ defence rot @aviov. This Apollodorus 
is presumably the inseparable companion of Socrates who appears as the narrator 
in Plato’s Symposium, and he seems to have taken part in the conversation in 
Aeschines’ dialogue. Though there is no reason to assign any of the remarks 
in the extant portion of 1608 to Apollodorus, the two remarks from the end 
of the dialogue (Frs. 3 and 4 Krauss ; cf. p. 88) may well have been addressed 
to him: Anytus has been suggested there, but as a mere guess. The position 
of Fr. 2 is more doubtful, since there is no apparent reference in it to 
Themistocles ; but there seems to be a connexion between dmol\oytas in 1. 28 
and dmodoyeic@ar in 1. 36, so that Fr. 2 is likely to have preceded Fr. 4 
with no very great interval. The first 5 lines of Fr. 5 apparently belong 
not to a speech but, like the next 3, to a piece of narrative: Alcibiades, 
who is meant by atrov in 1. 82, is probably also indicated by air in 1. 79. Lines 
82-136 correspond to Krauss’s Fr. 2 and part of 1. Here there are some small 
variations between 1608 and the MSS. of Aristides, whose quotations do not 
seem to be exact. In ll. 130-2, where the MSS. are corrupt, 1608 is incom- 
pletely preserved, but does not seem to have been right ; cf. n. ad loc. The 
papyrus as a whole is too short to prove much; but such glimpses of Aeschines’ 
style as it affords indicate a close resemblance between his picture of Socrates 
and Plato’s in the earlier dialogues, and so far as they go rather support 
Prof. Burnet’s view that Plato was there giving a true representation of Socrates’ 
teaching. 

1608 was found with 841-4, 1606-7, &c. The handwriting is a good-sized 
elegant uncial of the sloping oval type, with a tendency to exaggerate the size 
of aand v. It is a somewhat later specimen of this type than 24 (Demosthenes, 
Tpooip.a Snunyopixa: Part i, Plate vii) and 665 (History of Sicily: Part iv, 
Plate i), but earlier than e.g. 223 (Homer E: Part ii, Plate i) and Schubart, 
Pap. Graecae, 19b (Hesiod, Catalogue), and probably belongs to the latter half 
of the second century. Iota adscript was generally written. Changes of speaker 
are indicated (perhaps not consistently) by double dots with or without para- 
graphi, and two kinds of stops, a high and a low point, are employed, besides 
occasional diaereses over initial 1 and v. A mark of elision in l. 53 seems to be 
due to the original scribe, but an accent and breathing in |. 37 are probably 
by the (contemporary) corrector, who has altered mistakes in ll. 10, 37 (?), and 
42. A critical mark against 1.138 probably refers to a lost marginal note. The 
scribe seems to have been rather prone to omissions ; cf. Il. 10 and 48-50. The 
fragments are or may be from the middles of columns, except where it is stated 
otherwise. 


1608. 
Iyer, is 


Sa oot ee eee MEPL TOUS 
geavTou yovleas yeye ? 
vncbat. o.os wep [o Oc 
HlorokAns Aeyerat [re 


5 pt Tous €avTouv yolveas : 


10 


15 


35 


40 


45 


evgnper efn @ Slaxpa 
Tes: mlolrepoy de doxer [ 
got Tolts] avOpwros avlay 


Kaloly] evar apor[cous 


EPS 7 povotkolus yt 
veo[Oaltr kat morepoly a 
gimmous] n wmmxolus: a 
vay|Katoly pot doce [ 

apou[cous] mpotepoy x\at 


adin[zovs :] ouko[uy . . 


[slON |e ee 6 Wi Ne es 
feecaer eee faba eRe Y | wee taper: 
Pie ee COld alate iit, 


kadws de kat] 0 AzoAlXo 
Owpos umep Tou gaviAov 


amodoyetcOat: add eExele 


vo 4 8 6s eym ovk ay wpnfy 


Fr A Col, it. 


Tov OepiorokrAca vaio 
Tov TaTpos amoKnpvx[O7 
vat gdavrov yap Kat mop 


pe avoias NKOVTa Ta 


Oo 
ye toavta’ [[wlloms es de 
apopas TolavTas Kat € 
XOpas Tas peylotas 
Mpos Tous €avTov yovrle 


aS KaTEOTNH’ O Kal Tat 


20 


25 


32 


80 
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[Rau |rpsous [oe yates 
[oluderepous de. .... 

a ovTe yap Tous [...... 
[ovdlorwovy del... .... 
OE pldet auc ee 6 ees 

[..| @ere al... aed 
sop SOCK) uses ou 
anpagacvalt., +6: € 
WAVE" OUT[E. . 54.5. 
ves Ola Tas TollavTas amo 
Aoyias ameyrviwoav av 


OOD FE op os 
[ave ets (TG): onl sper aieeon a te 


CHER! GBGin gg 6 WA os 
KOMey OUT) tree 
CUE OMO OTT ere tee tot 
“yvous ovv alutov eyo 
oTt (ndoTuT[ws Exel pos 
OcpiorokAlea eumrov € 
melon Tov | OemoroKre 
ovs Pov emi{AapBaver 
[Ola eroApn[oas oKewar 
5 lines lost 
[@ S@xpares ta] Tovav7[a 


fedevar: dn olvy meni[o 


gl 
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dapioy eviaBnOnvat 65 
[(av) evpolito : ovTw dn piKpov 


[vevolutkas evar nv O € 


i 95 [TE coe epeAnolev ote Tar 


[TNs TNS Xwplas Tocav| 
[7ns ovons oa|nv o naAtols 


50 [yo w AjAkiBiadn yoveg(.\y al [wopeveTat yn] Kadett[ at 
[dca B ?\AnOnva. wore Tov YL. [Aova els avnp apxe: tla 
[emiTvy ?jovros avOpwrrov 70 i 100 [vu pey ovv edn o y ?je HE 
lhe grt \aenourmmeniyrlys ee nee|c: yl [yas Bactdevs: otc ]Oa ov 
Were peuces ct Nr co eee ve [ [ort exelvos ea|rparevoe 

55 | 12 letters |rap[.Jv Tal [Gevpo Kat emt] Aaxedat 
tie). oeplazora@au of [Movious nyoul|uevos et 
[AoraTwy ?] ear et de rds | 105 [TovTw Tw moA\ee KaTa 
[sgectansn tre ¢ ar oA TE [ [o7pewpaito paldiws Tous 

end of col. end of col. end of col. 
Ete eae COLI: Piro 8: Fang 
19 lines lost. «[ cav .[ 

126 [we¢@v Kat] XPnparaly pe a4! nal 
[7a tov EAAn|vov mpaypla yal, Tpt pal 
[Ta modv edei|reTo Ta de 140 Xe 150 @Ad[ 
[Bactrc]los mpoerxers an ~ Roof yap fI7]} a | 

130 A [nd]ee oT Et pry avTovs Tio? oo . [ Bor pn 
BovalevlerOat exewos [re es) [. Jeovel 
pleot|at] Ta ye adda av{rov Ton 
TocaUTAa oVvTa TO pey|eOos 145 Tn Fr. To, 
o[v]ofely peya epedrcy [w TB Pe 

135 peAnoelv Kat TouTO elyv@ end of col. 155 up 
Kel apa oTL oTroTEpwy [ay wo Sawxplares of 
end of col. Jro . [ 
Pr, Lt, Pr. 12. Pr. 23. Beal a 
luca [. Jom] 166 Kail jo 
\. Kat Tol keoa| guy 170 ]re 
160 juT@e ad| 7 pol kau ef 
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Digan Peero: he nes Peers: Erman Ge 
top of col. top of col. 176 Al 178 jad ricki de, 2) 
172 Jjouef al Aer Jock, Jor 
Je Tovar 175 Tol 


1-6. Probably, as Prof. Burnet, to whom we are indebted for several suggestions in 
the interpretation of 1608, remarks, Socrates asked ‘ Would you be willing to have behaved 
to your parents as Themistocles is said to have behaved to his?’ Alcibiades replies ‘Hush, 
Socrates ’. ; 

7-15. ‘Do you think that men have to be unmusical before they are musical, and 
unskilled in riding before they are skilled >—I think that they must first be unmusical and 
unskilled in riding.’ For dzovoo in conjunction with dpurmo cf. Plato, Rep. 335c. Burnet 
thinks that this was part of an argument intended to show that Themistocles did not achieve 
what he did dice: (which Alcibiades considered sufficient for himself), Since Themistocles 
was so unsatisfactory in his youth, he must have become great and acquired éemuorjuy by care 
and practice. 

16. [.Jox[ : or [alpy[. 

19. Perhaps [Sixac |rnpov e[. 

28. tot|avras amo]\oysas : cf. 1. 36 and int. 

34-51. ‘... and Apollodorus also to make a good defence on behalf of the mean. 
—But, he replied, there is this point; I should not have thought that Themistocles was dis- 
inherited by his father ; for such conduct betokens a mean character and reaches the height 
of folly, when a person is involved in such quarrels and in the most violent enmity with his 
parents, which even a child would find a way of avoiding.—Did you think it so small- 
minded, Alcibiades, said I, to be filled with hatred of one’s parents that...’ 

34-5. Amod[Ao|dwpos: cf. int. No orator of this name who was contemporary with 
Socrates is known. tov ¢av[Aov can be masculine or neuter, As Burnet remarks, Alcibiades 
may have been relying on his natural gifts, so that the question of caAAos arose. Apollodorus 
may well have championed the cause of ‘ the ugly’ (e.g. Socrates); for he certainly stands 
for the more cynical aspect of Socraticism, as appears from the beginning of the Symposzum. 

36. Of the double dots after arohoyeto@ar only the upper is preserved. 

add exe{elvo: Burnet compares Lippras maior 283d adX ekeivo, pov py Aaxedat- 
poveoe KrA. 

37. 4: the first hand perhaps wrote «. 

38-9. Cf, int. and Plut. Vit, Themzst. 2 & S€ rovtav efapt@ow evtoe Sunynuatra mAarrovres 
droknpvuéw pev imo Tov marpds avrov .. . Soket kateWedoOa, Aelian, Var. hist. ii. 12 droxnpux eis 
ino Tod matpés, Nepos, Zhemist. 1 a patre exheredatus est. 

40-1. moppw avo.as yxovtra: Cf. Plato, Luthyd. 294 € méppw coias Frew. 

48. [(ar) evpoliro: this reading is not very satisfactory; but evporo is preferable to 
evpo, the active not being used with an infinitive in classical times, and there is a change of 
speaker before ovrw, so that [av elypor with the omission of double dots before ovre, though 
a possible reading, is open to still greater objections. 

5°. yover(\y: yovewy is inadmissible. 

52. [emerux|ovros was suggested by Burnet. 

55-9. The fragment containing these lines was originally separate, and is not quite 
certainly placed here. 

61. Probably av]|Ope[m: cf. 1. 52. 

77. This line is probably the top of the column ; cf. int. p. 89. 
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82-4. yvous .. . GeniorokMea = Aeschin. Fr. 2; cf. int. The MSS, of Aristides have 
Cprotimes €xovra instead of ore ¢ndorun| ws exer, and before GeyioroxAéa some Of the deteriores 
insert rév, which was certainly omitted in the papyrus. 

84-5. ¢|redn tov: from this point up to |. 136 the papyrus corresponds to the beginning 
of Aeschin. Fr. 13; cf.int. After eed) the MSS, of Aristides insert rotvuv, which is evidently 
due to looseness of quotation, 

93-8. These remains are on a separate fragment, and there is no external evidence for 
their being near the ends of lines. 

94-5. oluy mon| ore got: odv co. mamore MSS. 1608 may have omitted oa. The e of 
enedna ev comes above the a of xop|as in |. g6. 

97. o7|nv: so the ‘ deteriores’, followed by Dindorf and Hermann. AET, which are 
considered the best MSS., have écov, which is adopted by Fischer, Krauss, and Dittmar. 
donv is, however, supported by Aristides xiv (i. 325, Dindorf) émep yap ris én TSv Aoyoroy 
mepi tas Actas héyov bonv 6 Hdvos Topeverat TavTHs Taans apxewv dvdpa eva. 

100. y?Je: om, MSS. 

105. moAlee: SO MSS. dd Krauss and Dittmar, following Herodian, ii. 2, p. 696 as 
tap Aloxivy T@ Toxpatik@ TovT@ To 7édec: 76An Hermann, following Choeroboscus. 

130-2. ef pr airod 7d BovdeverOar éxelvors (exeivos EF) mepiéorar, ra ye GAe@ aitav (airév E) 
MSS. Dindorf: e py adrod 76 BovdeverOa éxeivov .. . atrdvy Hermann: e pi avrav ro Bovr. 
exetvos.. ,avTév Reiske: ef pi aitod r@ Bova, éxeivos .. . a’rév Krauss, Dittmar. Whether 1608 
had z[o or t[@e and av{rov or av[rwy is uncertain; but it apparently agreed with E in reading 
éxeivos (though exewwoils is just possible), and certainly differed from all the MSS. and editors 
in having adrovs instead of a’rov—a novelty which seems to be erroneous. 

134. «perder [wlpednoew: apednoet MSS. 

136. apa; Om, MSs. 

138. For the critical mark cf. int, p. go. 

154-7. Fr. 10 resembles Fr. 7. ii in colour, but does not occur in the text of the 
missing portion of that column. 

159. The supposed low stop after » might be the lower of two dots marking a change 
of speaker, in which case xarro{c is not improbable. 

162-5. This fragment is very likely to be placed above Fr. 9, but there is no actual 
join. 


1609. PHILOSOPHICAL WORK (EUDORUS?). METROLOGICAL FRAGMENT. 


8 X 10-2 cm. Second century. 


The recto of this papyrus contains 13 nearly complete lines from the 
middle of a column of a lost philosophical work, with a few letters from the 
preceding and following columns. It is written in a clear compact semiuncial 
hand of the second century, which somewhat resembles that of 410 (Part iii, 
Plate iv) and is not later than the reign of Marcus Aurelius, more probably 
belonging to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian. A stroke in the middle of |. 12 
indicates the beginning of a new section. The subject under discussion is eSwAa 
in mirrors, and the author, who alludes in 1. 13 to his commentary on the Tzmaeus 
of Plato, and objects in ll, 16 sqq. to the views of Democritus, Epicurus, and 
Empedocles, evidently belonged to the Academic school. The first commentator 
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on Plato, was according to Proclus, Jz Tim. p. 24, Crantor of Soli in Cilicia, whose 
discussion of the Z7zmaeus is mentioned several times by Plutarch in his De 
animae procreatione. But since Crantor was a contemporary of Epicurus and died 
before him, he is unsuitable as the author of the papyrus, in which Epicurus is 
ranked with Democritus and Empedocles. Another philosopher of the Academic 
school, also mentioned by Plutarch, of. cit., in connexion with the 7zmaeus, is 
Eudorus of Alexandria, who flourished about 25 B.C. and is generally thought 
to have written a commentary on that dialogue, besides an encyclopaedic work 
upon. philosophy in general and a treatise on Aristotle’s Categories. The 
encyclopaedic work, of which a few fragments survive, is described by Stobaeus, 
Lcl. ii. 46 as Evddpov 708 ’Adeavdpéws "Axadnutxod pirocdov bialpecis tod Kara 
prrocopiay Adyov, BiBrtov akidkrntrov ev & macav éneLedHAvoe TpoBAnMAaTLKOS THY 
envoTnynv. It was used extensively by Arius Didymus of Alexandria, a Stoic 
philosopher with eclectic tendencies, and seems to have been a work of some 
importance. The account of it given by Zeller, Gesch. d. griech. Philos. i.612, who 
considers that it collected the answers of the chief writers on the main problems of 
philosophy, is quite in harmony with the papyrus. A difficulty with regard to 
the attribution of 1609 to Eudorus, who naturally wrote in Attic, arises from 
the occurrence of an Ionic form, wepieotoas, in 1. 21. The context there, however, 
and the occurrence elsewhere of several non-Ionic forms (ov, rodTwy, *Eyrredox\js) 
indicate that the author was in this case using Empedocles’ language, though 
Tepteovoas Cannot itself have occurred in hexameters. 

On the verso in a different and larger semiuncial hand, which is not earlier 
than A.D. 150 and may even be later than 200, are the ends of 11 lines from the 
middle of a column of metrological tables, similar to e.g. 9. verso and 669. 
Some abbreviations and the usual symbols for drachma (1. 31) and 4 (1. 36) occur. 
The amount lost at the beginnings of lines is uncertain, but seems to be 
considerable in most, if not all, cases, and not much can be gleaned from the 
fragment. As far as |. 37 it is concerned with liquid measures, especially in 
relation to the cyathus, weights being expressed in drachmae; the last 24 lines 
deal with the mina and its subdivisions. The xéyyyn, an uncommon measure, is 
mentioned in |]. 30, with a novel weight assigned to it. Details are discussed in 
the commentary. 


Recto. 
Coles. Col. ii. Col. iii. 
doxn O€ exet palivjerOae ou 
10 yap €m €KélYoU TOV KaTOTTpOU 


opatat adAA n avakdaors ETL 
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TOV OP@YTAN TEpl fEV OVY 


TouTwy ev Tos els Tov Tt 


\ro patov ep|nrar ov dec de ex 
|ploluy 15 OwAov TolovTOY aKOVELY OL 
|yrav ov to Kata Anpuoxpitov n Em 7 
|uev koupov 1 ws Epmedoxdns [ 
5 |. amoppoas pain av amevat 7 
|rev amo €kaoTov Twy K\a\romTpe 25 of 
jee. 20 (opevoy Kat 7Tl...-.---- af 
|rn mepteovods |. -..--+-++ s+ 


‘(if?). . . and it (the image) seem to appear there. For it is not seen on that mirror, 
but the reflexion to the person seeing (is seen). This, however, has been discussed in my 
commentary on the Timaeus. An image ought not to be described as it is in the systems 
of Democritus or Epicurus, or as Empedocles would say that emanations come off from 
each of the objects shown in the mirror and... surviving... .’ 


12. opevra: v is practically certain and the very faint traces of the two preceding letters 
suit po, but joining o is a descending stroke which is superfluous and seems to be merely 
a ligature. The stroke after opovra is a mark of punctuation. 

13. «is roy Tywaov: i.e. in connexion with 71 b otov ev katontp@ Sexopéev@ TUTrOUS Kal KaTLOELy 
etSwAa mapéxovte: cf, 72C. 

14. de: ec is very cramped, and the « was probably omitted originally. 

16. For Democritus’ theory of eiSwAa cf. Sext. Math. ix. 19 Anpdxpiros d€ eidodhd tw 
gnow eumedrdley dvpanos kth, Epicurus’ views are expressed in his Zfzs/. 1 ap. Diog. Laert. 
x. 46 sqq. 

18. For Empedocles’ views on amoppoai cf. Ritter and Preller, Wzst. phil. Graec. §§ 166 h, 
£7 7/0; 

TQ. k|alromrpiCopevwy is passive ; cf. Plut. De plac. philos. 894 £ katavrixp) d€ rod Katon- 
rpitovros adriy (Sc. pcany mepupeyyelav) dotépos. The middle is the form commonly used. 

21. mepeovoas: cf. int. p. 95. 


Verso 

27 LCT cell CMCC NS 
] xotah ) €. [.|y 
|oov Kat m7 pey\a] 

30 [An KOVXN 7 pey[a] 


| 
[Ay ex Pjee S ty 9 Oe ter’ 
Jopar crow de o8 
| ovy peya Kova(ov ?) 
J 


to O€] puxpov Kocabov 
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35 oydoov pepos 


{aS n pre [. J 
[exes [0 1 S] ped 4 de fo 
(S nF Jer € [ 


7 a a Ot. tes 


27. xoa@( ): xvabos is thus misspelled throughout, a circumstance which raises a doubt 
whether some other forms are correct. The cyathus was regularly 4 of a korvAn, but of 
varying weights and subdivisions. 

29. ]oov : or Jeov. 

29-31. The doubtful y of pey[aAn might be v in both |. 29 and 1. 30, bu in neither 
place is ped[«pa admissible. The restoration  pev koyyn 7 pey[aldn exec would suit Il. 34-5, 
where oydoov pepos might follow immediately after xouaOov, but Il. 31-2 do not seem to be 
concerned with the pixpa xéyyn, and, since the break along the left side is practically vertical, 
it would be necessary to suppose that the beginning of |. 31 projected by several letters 
beyond Il. 30 and 35, while it is very difficult to restore the other lines, especially ll. 32-4, 
on the hypothesis of a short lacuna or no lacuna at all at the beginnings. The «éyxn occurs 
together with xéyyn ynpayis as a medicinal measure in Hippocrates (Hultsch, Zetro/. Script, 
i. 75-6), and is equated by Hesychius and Photius to the y#uy, which is treated variously 
as 4, qo) 4, or 2 of a cyathus. In the Cleopatrae tabula (Hultsch, i. 235; cf. 256) the 
peyahn Koyxy 1s equated to the dé¢Bagor and contains 14 cyathi, weighing 15 drachmae, while 
the €Adrrey xdyxyn contains 4 cyathus, weighing 5 dr. The papyrus evidently gives the 
weight of the peyady «éyyn as 18 dr.: the initial lacuna in 1. 31 may well have contained 
a Statement of the relation of this kéyyn to a cyathus, which presumably stood in the ratio 
of 1: 1 to it, especially as a cyathus of 12 drachmae is indicated by ll. 35-6; cf. n. 

31. ex ee: or ay lec or mot lee or eo |re. 

31-2. rer’ is presumably rer(aprn), but there is room for a letter between « and the 
vertical stroke which is supposed to represent the second r. rerdprn is not known as a liquid 
measure, but réraprov wepos Or reraprnudpiov KorvAns OCCUrS in Hippocrates (Hultsch, ie 7) 
and réraproy is common in the sense of 4 ferns or quarfartus, i.e. 4 xorbdn or'3 cyathi. 
The connexion of ]. 32 with the preceding line is obscure. Only ecw is certain. Jopac 
suggests aud |opar, but audopeds is the regular Greek form : dpa]ypa: is inadmissible. 8 of de 
is fairly certain (no figure in the thousands or hundreds will suit), but the following letter, 
if e, is very cramped. 6’, i. e. 8(paxpat), could be read; but in 1. 31 the ordinary symbol for 
drachmae occurs and in ]. 36, where the figures seem to refer to drachmae, the preceding 
abbreviation was different. The figure 08(?) probably refers to drachmae, and perhaps gives 
the weight of a xorvAn ; cf. 1. 31. 

33-6. If the genitive «(v)aduv in 1. 34 is right, these lines are clearly concerned with 
a subdivision of the cyathus, the smaller measure being apparently 4 of it and weighing 
1% drachmae, which is in accordance with the weight ascribed to a peyddn xéyxn in 1. 31, if 
the cyathus in 1609 is, as usual (cf. ll. 29-31, n.), 2 of a pey. xdyyn. The smallest measures 
for liquids were the ynyn, koyxn (eAdrrwr), KoxAtdpiov, praotpiov Or Niotpiov, pvatpov, and kapvov, 
but since the measure in question is neuter, the first two need not be discussed. The kox- 
Adpeoy is sometimes, e.g. in the Cleop. /ad., treated as weighing 1 drachma, i.e. 34, of a 
cyathus there, but 34; of the cyathus in 1609; elsewhere (e.g. Hultsch, i. 238. 7) it weighs 
3 ypdppara, i.e. 2 drachmae. ‘The terms péya and puxpév do not occur in connexion with it, 
but something like xoxAapiov] ovv peya xovab(ov) [exrov (or reraprov, if it weighed twice the 
pixpdv) pepos to be] puxpov Kovabov [—| oydoov pepos can be restored in Il. 33-5, though how the 
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lacunae in ll. 35-6 were filled is in any case obscure. ptorpov (Hultsch, ii. 198-9) is some- 
what less suitable than xoyAdpiov. The péya piorpov has sometimes 2, sometimes 3 cyathi, 


4) A : : \ , . 1 
but elsewhere is #45 or 34g korvAy i.e. 3 OF 3 cyathus, while the pexpoy pvorpov 18 gg OF 


gig xoridn, i.e. 33, or + cyathus, which is not very close to 3 cyathus. The pvorpiov or 


Alorpwov, which is rarely mentioned, is the same as the pexpov ptorpoy, and unlikely to be 
distinguished as péya and juxpdy: but two kinds of kdpva are known, the Baovikér, which 
weighed 4 drachmae in the Cleo. /ad., but elsewhere 7 drachmae (Hultsch, i. 243. 8), and 
the Hovticdy, which weighed 1 drachma (Hultsch, i. 243. g), so that xapvor] is as good as 
koxdapwor] in 1. 33. od is not very satisfactory, and the o is uncertain; but to ka|pu(oyv there 
is the objection that the tail of a p ought to have been visible. In the absence of any known 
measure of which the smaller size was 4 cyathus and weighed 14 drachmae, the name to 
which peya and puxpov refer and even the supposed connexion between ll. 34-6 remain 
doubtful. The stroke before the figures in ]. 36 is smaller than that after ter in Inet and 
may belong to a letter (e. g. 6 or ») above the line. 

36-8. Cf. the Cleop. ‘ab. (Hultsch, i. 234) 7 Wrodeuaixn pra exet o(t'\y(yéas) «, (Spaxpas) 
pwd... 7 ovyyia éyer dpaypas n. 


1610. EPHORUS, xii (or xi). 


Frs. 12+13 15:2Xg-1 cm. Late second or early third cen- 
tury. Plate III (Frs. 1, 4-6, 15). 


These 60 fragments (originally about 70) of a lost historical work were found 
with 1611, 1619, &c.; cf.1619. int. They are mostly quite small, the longest 
containing less than 20 complete lines; but owing to frequent correspondences 
with Diodorus xi. 59 sqq. a large amount of restoration is possible, and about 
roo lines in all are intelligible. In at least 16 cases the context of the fragments 
can be established, and in spite of their unpromising appearance they constitute 
a valuable find, especially since they deal with events in the Pentecontaétia, 
which are for the most part outside the scope of Herodotus’ history, and are only 
briefly sketched by Thucydides. 

The handwriting is a handsome upright uncial approximating towards the 
biblical type, like 1234, 1865, and 1606, but more calligraphic than the first two. 
1012 and 1611 are also written in similar hands, but smaller. The date of the 
papyrus is not later than the early part of the third century and may go back to 
the latter part of the second, being approximately A.D. 200. There are no 
lection-marks except the common angular signs for filling up short lines, para- 
graphi, and high stops. Pauses are sometimes also indicated by blank spaces. 
The only correction is the deletion of the iota adscript of ame@vqicxov in 1. 104: 
elsewhere (Il. 105 and 198, but not in 1. 60?) iota adscript was generally written, 
and, so far as can be judged, the scribe was more careful than the average. The 
lines were short, ranging from 12-17 letters and usually consisting of 14 or 15. 
The height of the columns is uncertain. All the fragments come or may come 
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from the middles of columns, except where it is otherwise stated. There is no 
external evidence to show their order, and the chronology of the twenty years 
following the battle of Plataea is in many points uncertain. The arrangement of 
Frs. 1-16 in the text is based on the order of the corresponding passages in 
Diodorus, and admits of little doubt. That Frs. I-5 preceded 6 is clear from the 
reference to a change of subject in 1. ae 

Of the three. groups into which Frs, 1-16 fall the first, containing Frs. 1-5 
(ll. 1-35; cf. ll, 36-7), is concerned with Themistocles. The most intelligible of 
them is Fr. 3, which comes from an estimate of his character and agrees very 
closely with a passage in Diod. xi. 59, no fewer than 13 consecutive words being 
identical ; cf. p. 102. In Frs. 2 and 4+ 5 the division of lines is uncertain, and 
the resemblances to Diodorus are less marked, especially in the second half of 
Frs. 4+ 5, which does not correspond at all; but the points of agreement with 
Diodorus (cf. ll. 15-17 and. 18 sqq., nn.) are sufficient to show that thése frag- 
ments refer to other parts of the same chapter as Fr. 3, and are to be placed 
Fr. 2 shortly before Fr. 3, and Frs. 4+5 almost immediately after it. The small 
Frs. 26 and 38 also may belong to the character of Themistocles ; cf. ll. 192—4 
and 237-9,nn. Fr. 1, in which Themistocles is mentioned in 1. 7, presents 
greater difficulties, since not only are the ends of lines missing, but no direct 
parallelism to Diodorus is traceable. Probably ll. 7 sqq. refer to the reception of 
Themistocles by Xerxes at the Persian court, which in Diodorus precedes the 
character of Themistocles, and the allusion in 1. 8 to the statements of of pév is 
to be connected with the ancient discrepancies among historians as to both the 
reigning king (Artaxerxes according to Thucydides and Charon, Xerxes accord- 
ing to Ephorus, Dinon, and others), and the circumstances attending Themi- 
stocles’ arrival; cf. ll. 7-12,-n. That our author, like Diodorus but unlike 
Plutarch, favoured views opposed to that of Thucydides is clear from his general 
support of Diodorus, especially with regard to the accession of Artaxerxes (Frs. 
£5-16) ; but the influence of Thucydides’ language is apparent in ll. 11-12 and 
evident later in Fr. 6. It is also possible that Fr. 3U is to be connected with 
Thucydides’ and Diodorus’ accounts of the presents of land made by the Persian 
king to Themistocles (Il. 213-14, n.), and Frs. 18 and 41 with Diodorus’ account 
of the adventures of Themistocles in Persia. Fr. 41 in that case comes shortly 
before Fr. 1 (ll. 246-8, n.), while Fr. 18, if the context has been rightly caught 
(Il. 140-5, n.), may be placed between Frs. 1 and 2, preceding Fr. 31, if that 
fragment too refers to Themistocles. 

The second group, consisting of Frs. 6-14, is concerned with Cimon’s opera- 
tions in the Aegean and Southern Mediterranean against the Persians, which are 
summarized by Thuc. i. 98-100 and more fully treated by Diodorus and Plutarch. 


H % 


100 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 


The end of a digression (i.e. the excursus upon the career of Themistocles) is 
announced in ll. 36-7, and in |. 37 a new section begins, just as in Diodorus, with 
the departure of the Greek fleet from Byzantium. This town had evidently 
already passed out of the possession of Pausanias according to our author, as is 
also implied by Diodorus and Plutarch, but not by Thucydides, whose indefinite- 
ness as to the date of Pausanias’ expulsion (i. 131), coupled with a statement in 
Justin ix. 1 that Pausanias held the city for seven years, has led to a controversy 
whether the transference of Byzantium to the Athenians took place in 476 or 
440 B.C.; cf. Busolt, Griech. Gesch. iii. 96'. 1610 supports the earlier date. Our 
author’s account of the capture of Eion on the Strymon is clearly borrowed with 
hardly any variation from Thucydides, Herodotus’ story of the heroic defence of 
the Persian governor being ignored, Diodorus here adds a sentence about the 
Athenian projects, which is probably his own invention (cf. p. 103); but his 
description of the capture of Eion is apart from some unnecessary verbiage 
equally brief, being somewhat closer to our author than to Thucydides and 
having the same general construction of the sentence (Il. 37-46, n.). Plutarch’s 
account, based on Herodotus, is much longer. 

The next event recorded is the capture of Scyros (I. 46), which is briefly 
mentioned by Thucydides and Diodorus. Our author, however, seems to have, 
like Plutarch, devoted much more space to this episode, which led to one of 
Cimon’s most popular exploits, the recovery of the bones of Theseus. After 1. 46 
Fr. 6 breaks off; but it is practically certain that Fr. 7, which mentions ‘ king 
Lyco[medes]’, is from an account of the Theseus story introduced, as by Plutarch, 
in connexion with Cimon’s capture of Scyros (Il. 49-51, n.), and probably Fr. 35, 
which mentions the Pelasgians, is to be placed between Frs. 7 and 8. It is signi- 
ficant that Diodorus’ reference to the Pelasgians at Scyros is not only the sole 
mention of them in Book xi, but is also, except the mention of Byzantium, the one 
detail in his account of the operations at Eion and Scyros which is not ultimately 
traceable to Thucydides. 

After the capture of Scyros Thuc. i. 98. 3-4 proceeds to describe a war with 
Carystus in Euboea and the revolt of Naxos before coming to the twofold battle 
of the Eurymedon by sea and land (i. 100, 1). Diodorus on the other hand, 
ignoring the first two events, but mentioning Cimon’s return to Athens in quest 
of reinforcements, narrates the operations in Caria which led up to a naval battle 
off the coast of Cyprus on the same day as the land-battle of the Eurymedon. 
The inherent improbability of Diodorus’ account of the double victory, especially 
on account of the distance of Cyprus from the Eurymedon and the night-attack, 
which is a favourite stratagem in Diodorus’ battles, has been generally recognized 
and ascribed to his use of Ephorus; cf. e.g. Busolt, iii, 146°. Our author's 
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account evidently agreed closely with that of Diodorus, but probably narrated 
some events omitted by him; cf. Fr. 39 for a possible reference to the Euboean 
war. Fr, 8 is with the exception of a couple of words and a difference of order 
identical with a passage in Diodorus’ description of the Carian operations, while 
Frs. 9 + 10.i+ 53, which narrate the sea-fight off Cyprus, are also couched in very 
similar language. The numbers of the ships on both sides taking part in the 
naval engagement agree exactly with the figures of Diodorus, the figure of the 
Persian ships being practically in accordance with that ascribed to Ephorus by 
Plutarch (350 Ephorus ; 340 1610 and Diodorus; Phanodemus’ figure, 600, is an 
obvious exaggeration) ; but the number of ships captured by Cimon is stated to 
have been 100, as in the metrical inscription which is quoted (no doubt from 
Ephorus) by Diodorus and is perhaps represented by Fr. 48 (cf. p. 102), and in 
Lycurgus and Aristodemus, whereas Diodorus himself gives the number as ‘ more 
than 100’, being perhaps influenced by the different figure mentioned by Thucy- 
dides (ll. 62-76, n.). A detail omitted by Diodorus, the capture of a Persian 
admiral, is recorded in ll. 75 sqq., and the remains of Fr. 10. ii do not clearly 
correspond to any passage in Diodorus near this point, being too slight for certain 
reconstruction (cf. ll. 77-8, n. for a suggestion). Probably they belong to the 
early part of the description of the Jand-battle of the Eurymedon, and are to 
be placed not long before Fr. 11, which records the killing of the Persian general 
of the land-forces, Pherendates, in language practically identical with that of 
Diodorus. This coincidence is of great importance for deciding the question of 
the authorship of 1610, for from Plutarch it is known that Pherendates’ name 
occurred in Ephorus, from whom Diodorus no doubt obtained it; cf. p. 106. 
Frs, 12 +13 continue the account of the land-battle, and since they constitute the 
longest connected piece, afford the best material for a comparison between our 
author and Diodorus. The general resemblance between them is very marked, 
ll. 94-101 presenting only trifling variants (cf. pp. 103-4); in ll. 101-12 1610 gives 
the more precise details about the destruction of the Persians, while Diodorus 
enlarges upon the absence of the moon and its effects; cf.p.124. The small 
Fr. 14 probably came immediately after Frs. 12 +13 (1. 114 can even belong to 
I]. 112 or 113), and describes one of Cimon’s tactics in the land-battle in terms 
similar to but not identical with those of Diodorus. Concerning the date of the 
battle of the Eurymedon, which has been ascribed to various years between 
470 and 465 B.C. (autumn of 468 Busolt), the papyrus gives no new information 
beyond its general support of Diodorus, who assigns the engagement to 470, but 
is very confused throughout the Pentecontaétia in adapting his authority, 
Ephorus, to his own chronological system (cf. p. 110). It is noteworthy that 1610 
agrees with Diodorus and Frontinus as to the locality of the two battles, while 
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Polyaenus, who has been sometimes supposed to represent Ephorus on this point 
more exactly than Diodorus (Busolt, /.c.), inverts the scene, ascribing the land- 
battle to Cyprus, the sea-fight to the Eurymedon (ll. 62-76,n.). The battle of 
the Eurymedon tended in ancient times to become confused with Cimon’s later 
operations at Cyprus in connexion with the Egyptian expedition, and all details 
of later historians concerning it which are inconsistent with the statements of 
Thucydides are usually rejected. The small Fr. 48, if it belongs to the inscrip- 
tion about Cimon’s victories which is quoted by Diodorus, is to be placed after 
Fr. 14 (ll. 267-9, n.), and Fr. 28 also perhaps refers to the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon, coming shortly before Fr. 11 (Il. 200-2, n.). 

After the battle of the Eurymedon Diodorus (xi. 63-8) proceeds to narrate 
first the revolt. of the Helots and Messenians from Sparta, secondly the war 
between Argos and Mycenae, and then turns to Sicilian affairs before reverting 
to Persian. . The corresponding portion of 1610 is missing, unless Fr. 43 refers to 
the revolt of the Helots (ll. 252-4, n.), and Fr. 41 to the Argive-Mycenean war 
(ll. 246-8, n.). 

The third section of the papyrus consists of Frs. 15 and 16, which both refer 
to Persian affairs. Fr. 16, which relates to the plot of Artabanus to kill Xerxes 
and seize the throne, is almost verbally identical with Diodorus. The context of 
Fr. 15, which mentions Artaxerxes, is not quite certain owing to the incomplete- 
ness of the lines ; but most probably this fragment too is concerned with the plot 
of Artabanus, and immediately preceded Fr. 16, affording apparent points of 
contact with both Diodorus and Justin (ll. 119 sqq., n.). 

With regard to Frs. 17-62, Fr. 53 has been assigned to Il. 67—9 {p. 1o1), and 
the most likely positions for Frs. 26 (p. 99), 35 (p. 100), and 48 (p. 102) have been 
indicated, while suggestions have also been made for the possible context of 
Frs. 18 (p. 99), 28 (p. 102), 31 (p. 99), 38 (p. 99), 39 (p- Tor), 41 (Pp. 99), 
and 43 (p. 102). Fr. 17 seems.to belong to a geographical description 
of some place in connexion with a battle, being comparable e.g. to Diodorus’ 
description of Plataea, but referring to a different place (ll. 134-9, n.). The 
remaining fragments contain hardly any complete words, and no more instances 
of a clear correspondence with Diodorus have been detected. 

The relation of our author to Diodorus will be made clearer by the following 
table of agreements and contrasts. 

(1) Exact correspondences of 1610 with Diodorus. \l. 18-22 (éxetvov pev bard 
Ths TOAEwS TTibacpuEvov THY dé TéALW did Tas exelvou Tpdkets) ; 30-1 (xadewwrdTyy . . 
mpos €xeivov) ; 56-61 (napadadarriwy ... méAewv boar pev ek THs ‘EAAdSos Foy 
dwoKiopevar TapaXxpypa ovriéneroe, with a slight alteration in the order; v. cxf); 
63-9 (Tov [dv Mepodv orddoly wept [tiv Kizpor]. ... [Staxocilas wer{rHKovTa ap[ds| 
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Tpla|xoolas xjat rerraplaxovra| with slight variations in the order; v. inf.) ; 84-8 


(rov pel» otpatnyov . . 
94-8 (a7 ris nrelpov THY... 


. [Pepevdarn|y added pidody] . 


an , an oy 
. TOO Baolthéws ev TH] oKHVI) ; 


TOV TOAELLwY Tpds Tas vats); 267-9 (perhaps from 


a metrical inscription of 8 lines quoted by Diodorus ; cf. p. 102). 
(2) Lnexact correspondences with Diodorus (additions of Diodorus other than 


verbal changes are in round brackets). 


Line. 1610. 

16-17 tis] d@ rocovrouls bia TlOv Epyolv 

22-5 THs peylortns tTyns dT Tv “EAAHvor 
aétodeioar 

27-9 solflwrarny kat dixasjordirny ..... 

.|ra[r]y[v] [at 

pole ier 

37 ...| mapeg[eBlnuev 

37-46 ’A@nvaios 5¢ Kivwvos rod MiAtidéov 
oTpatnyodvros exmAevoavtes x BuCarriov 
peTa TOV Tvppaxor Hidva ri em Stpv- 
pove Tlepody éxovtwpr ctdov kat |=Kipolp, 


“A a 
nv vycoy... 


58-60 ék Tis “EAAdbos oay amw@xiopevar 

63-6 tov t[v Tepody orddoW wept [rH 
Kinpoy ovyrera[x Oat] 

66-7 d:axocijats ter| rH KovTa| 

69-75 mapataxbeioas 8€ moA’y Xpovoy 
ToAAds pey TOY KiWdvvevovtay BapBapt- 
kav véwy dvépOeipev Exatov & atrots av- 
dpdow etre 


85 avrav 


Diodorus. 
Tis O€ TOLS Epyols .. . TOTOUTOLS 


ETALPOMLELNY 
/ Sy pe) / 
copararyy Kal emietkeaTaTny 


yeyevnpevny 

TeTEOVaKaED TapEeKBavrTeEs 

*AOnvato. otpatnyov édAopevor Kivwva 
tov M. (kal ddvapiy a&idoyov mapadovtes 
e€érmeuav emi tiv mapddtov ths *Actas 
BonOjoovra pev Tats cvppaxovoats TOAEC LY, 
éAevdepdoovta dé tas Llepoikais ére dpov- 
pats KaTexXomevas.) ovToS bé TapadaBav Tov 
atTo\ov ev Buavtio kat (so Reiske ; kat ev 
Bu¢. MSS. ; «al é« Bu¢. is suggested by 
the parallel in 1610) xaramAetoas én 
TOA THY dvopaCouerny “Hidva, ratvrny pev 
Ilepo@v xatexdvTwv éxeipdaato, XKipor dé 
IleAacyév évoixovvrwy Kat Aodcmov é€e- 
moAudpknoe Kat Kktiotnvy “AOnvatoyv Kata- 
oTHoas KaTEKANPOdXITE THY YOpay. 

joa ex 7S EAA, atok. Tatras 


tov otdd. Tov IT. duvarpiBew wepl Hy K. 


Ovak. Kal TWEVTIK. Vavol 
fal nan Ni lat 
yevopevov 0 ay@vos loxupod (kal Tor 
, 2) / lat > t 
aTéAwy appotépov apTpOs aywviComevor 
os al \ 
TO TedEvTaiov evixwy ot *AOnvator kal) 
modAas pev Tav evaytiwy vats d.epOerpar, 
/ Xx n Cd A \ ’ tal a 
(wrelovs) 5€ TOV Exatdv ody adrots Tots 
avdpact etAov 
n f 
Tov BapBdporv (Tov Erepov) 
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(3) Omissions in Diodorus. \l. 7-14 (different accounts of Themistocles’ 
reception by Xerxes); 15, 25-6, and 32-5 (sentences in the estimate of Themis- 
tocles); 47-51 and 228-30? (the episode of Cimon’s recovery of the bones of 
Theseus) ; 57 (kadovpevor); 75-6 (capture of a Persian admiral); 87 (évra); 
119-22 and 125-7 (details of the plot of Artabanus). Besides these ll. 1-7, 
52-5, 77-83, 111-13, and 134-9, all of which are incomplete and obscure, seem to 
belong to passages not corresponding to anything in Diodorus, as is also the case 
with many of the minor fragments. 

Where 1610 and Diodorus agree as to the sense, but express themselves 
differently, sometimes one, sometimes the other is longer; but on the whole 
Diodorus in the chapters covered by 1610 is distinctly the shorter of the two, 
details and even whole episodes which occur in 1610 being absent in his work. 
We postpone the discussion of the few passages in which he is fuller than 1610, 
until the question of the authorship of the papyrus has been decided (cf. p. III); 
for the present it is sufficient to point out that. none of Diodorus’ additional 
sentences or phrases contains anything striking or implies any real divergence 
from 1610, except perhaps in |. 74 (wAelous tév éxatdy for 1610’s éxatdv with regard 
to the number of ships captured by Cimon off Cyprus). Beside the conspicuous 
points of agreement the differences between 1610 and Diodorus, apart from his 
omissions, in any case appear trivial. 

The remarkably close resemblance between our author and Diodorus must 
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be explained in one of three ways. Either one of the two writers was copying 
the other, or they derived their common information from the same source, i.e. 
from the historian who is now always supposed to underlie Diodorus’ account of 
the Pentecontaétia, Ephorus. Between these alternatives the choice admits in 
our opinion of hardly any doubt. The agreements between 1610 and Diodorus, 
which sometimes amount to the identity of a whole sentence and extend over not 
only the narrative but moral reflexions upon the character of individuals, are too 
marked to be explained satisfactorily by the hypothesis of a common source; 
and there is no historian among Ephorus’ contemporaries and successors who has 
any particular claim to be regarded as the author of 1610. Theopompus, apart 
from the great antecedent improbability that he would slavishly copy Ephorus 
(or Ephorus him), dealt with the Pentecontaétia in an excursus upon Athenian 
demagogues in Book x of the ®:Avmaixd (Fr. 90 Grenfell-Hunt), whereas 1610 has 
all the appearance of belonging to a comprehensive history of Greece. The 
detailed description of the plot of Artabanus (Frs. 15-16), which is probably in 
part derived from Ctesias (Il. 119 sqq., n.), does not at all suggest an ’Ar6és, and 
Phanodemus at any rate is excluded by his divergence from 1610 as to the size 
of the Persian fleet in the sea-fight off the Eurymedon or Cyprus (Il. 62-76, n.). 
Callisthenes—apart from the fact that his histories primarily dealt with the fourth 
century B.C.—is excluded by his disagreement with 1610 on the subject of the 
name of the Persian general of the land-forces in the battle of the Eurymedon 
(ll. 84-8, n.). Of the historians (other than Ephorus), who according to Plut. 
Lhemist. 27 (cf. ll. 7-12, n.) represented Themistocles as a suppliant to Xerxes, 
like 1610, Dinon and Heraclides wrote histories of Persia, not of Greece, 
Clitarchus an account of Alexander’s Asiatic campaigns. Cratippus, whose 
claims required to be considered in connexion with the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 
(842), wrote a continuation of Thucydides. 1610 might conceivably be the work 
of another historian of about the age of Diodorus, following Ephorus with equal 
fidelity ; but it is much more likely that the agreements between 1610 and 
Diodorus are due to the circumstance that one work was the immediate authority 
for the other. 

The hypothesis that 1610 is based upon Diodorus may safely be dismissed. 
The papyrus was written only about two centuries after him, and the view that 
it represents the work of a historian of the Roman period, who was copying 
Diodorus, is open to several objections. Of Diodorus himself there are no extant 
papyri and Plutarch is equally unrepresented. The circulation in Egypt of the 
works of the later Greek historians was evidently rather limited, and about 
A.D. 200 people still preferred the more famous writers (cf. p. 110). The partial 
survival of Diodorus, who is never cited by heathen writers, though the title of 
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his history was known to Pliny, is due to the circumstance that his work happened 
to suit the Christians (Schwartz in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencycl. v. 664); and to 
suppose that he served as the main authority for another and _ still more 
elaborate history of Greece composed not later than A.D. 150 is to attribute to 
him an importance to which he has no claim. 12, a historical composition of the 
Roman period in Egypt, illustrates the kind of synchronistic Graeco-Roman 
annals which were utilized by Diodorus (cf. Schwartz, op. cit. v. 665), but bears 
no resemblance to 1610. A survey of the differences between our author’s and 
Diodorus’ accounts of the same events (cf. pp. 102-4) is distinctly unfavourable 
to the hypothesis that 1610 is the later of the two. Thus in narrating the 
capture of Scyros our author is much more detailed, describing incidents which 
are ignored by Thucydides and Diodorus, but not by Plutarch. The new details 
in 1610 concerning the sea and land battles near the Eurymedon, though perhaps 
of no great historical value, at any rate indicate a serious historian of a higher 
calibre and distinctly better informed than Diodorus. There is every reason to 
suppose that our author was earlier, not later, than Diodorus, and the way is now 
clear fora discussion of the remaining hypothesis, that Diodorus was copying our 
author, who is no other than Ephorus himself. 

The identification of our author with Ephorus is supported by many con- 
siderations. (1) Ephorus was a well-known and popular writer, extensively used 
by writers of the Roman period, so that his works would be expected to turn up 
in Egypt. 

(2) The most important argument of all is that 1610 coincides with Ephorus 
and Diodorus both as to the visit of Themistocles to Xerxes, not Artaxerxes 
(cf. p. 99), and the name of the Persian general Pherendates (Il. 84—8, n.), while 
1610’s and Diodorus’ figure (340) of the ships in the Persian fleet in the sea-battle 
off Cyprus is practically identical with the figure (350) ascribed to Ephorus 
(ll. 62-76, n.). The slight difference may well be due either to a corruption in 
the MSS. of Plutarch (v for »), or to a rounding-off of Ephorus’ figure by that 
writer. These three are the only extant pieces of direct evidence concerning 
Ephorus’ narrative of the events covered by the papyrus, and the coincidence 
with regard to Pherendates, whose name is a certain restoration in 1. 86, is 
particularly weighty. 

(3) The close relationship between 1610 and Diodorus, though this resem- 
blance often extends beyond the point which with the scanty available evidence 
could hitherto be proved as regards Ephorus and Diodorus, is in the main such 
as has been generally considered to exist between those two historians ; cf. pp. 105 
and 111-2 and Schwartz, of. cit. v. 679. 

(4) The general relation of 1610 to Plutarch, who has been thought (e.g. by 
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Busolt) to have followed other historians, e.g. Theopompus, Heraclides, and 
Callisthenes, more than Ephorus in dealing with the Pentecontaétia, is also quite 
in keeping with what would be expected to be found in Ephorus. Particular 
statements of Plutarch with regard to Ephorus are verified (all three pieces 
of evidence discussed in (2) are obtained from Plutarch); but as a rule Plutarch 
preferred a different authority, though his account of Cimon’s recovery of the 
bones of Theseus may have been obtained from 1610 (Il. 49-51, n.). 

(5) The traces of connexion between 1610 and (1) Justin (ll. 119 sqq., n.), 
who certainly used Ephorus, (2) Polyaenus, (3) Frontinus (ll. 62-76, n.), and 
(4) Aristodemus (ll. 7-12, 62-76, nn.), are such as would be expected to occur, if 
Ephorus is the author. . 

(6) The account of the capture of Eion in 1610 (ll. 37-46, n.) is borrowed 
straight from Thucydides, whom Ephorus is supposed to have used. Elsewhere 
he differs conspicuously from Thucydides, as was known, with regard to two 
incidents which occur in 1610, the appeal of Themistocles to Xerxes and the sea- 
fight off Cyprus (Il. 7-12 and 62-76, nn.), an apparent indirect allusion being 
made to Thucydides’ account of the former incident. 

(7) The arrangement of the narrative in 1610, in which events are evidently 
grouped not annalistically as in Thucydides, but rather according to subject, is in 
accordance with the definite statement of Diodorus v. 1 concerning the arrange- 
ment adopted by Ephorus (xara yevos: cf. p. 110). 

(8) The disposition of our author to digress and moralize, which is illustrated 
by his excursus upon Themistocles, is quite in harmony with Polybius’ reference 
(xii. 28) to Ephorus’ fondness for rapexBdoers and yvwpodoytat. 

(9) The interest shown by our author in antiquarian lore, exemplified by 
the excursus on Theseus (p. 100), accords very well with Ephorus’ known interest 
in that subject (cf. Schwartz, of. cit. vi. 13). 

(10) The prominence of the Athenians in 1610 is in keeping with the 
supposed sympathies of Ephorus (cf. Schwartz, of. c7z. vi. 14), though these have 
been disputed (cf. Walker, Hell. Oxy. 107). 

(11) The historical arguments are to some extent reinforced by linguistic 
evidence, for there is a general similarity of style between 1610 and the extant 
fragments of Ephorus. Actual quotations of his words are very few, but there 
are occasional agreements in them with 1610 in points of diction (cf. ll. 26, 94-9, 
102-4, 114-16, nn.), though these are not very striking. The careful avoidance 
of hiatus (cf. ll. 59-60), the monotonous frequency of antitheses, and a decided 
tendency to verbosity, especially in the reflexions upon Themistocles, accord very 
fairly with the judgements of ancient critics upon Ephorus’ style; cf. Cicero, 
Hortens. Fr.12 quid ... Ephoro mitius inveniri potest ?; Brut. 204 lenissimum 
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Ephori ingenium; Dio Chrys. xviii, p. 283 "Eqopos 6& ToAARy pév toroptay mapa- 
dldwowv, TO be Uarvov Kal dvempévoy Ths anayyeAlas vou ovK emitHderov. The digression 
on Themistocles, if, as is practically certain, the whole of Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 was 
taken with very little change from our author, contains somewhat more rhetoric 
than would be expected to appear in Ephorus, and is nearer to Frs. 217 and 283 
(Grenfell-Hunt) of Theopompus, which also have a series of rhetorical questions, 
than to anything in Ephorus’ extant fragments. But for reasons which have 
been given (p. 105) Theopompus is quite unsuitable as the author of 1610, and in 
spite of the well-known saying of Isocrates about his two illustrious pupils that 
Ephorus required the spur, Theopompus the bit, the two disciples of that master 
probably had many rhetorical devices in common. 

Our conclusion therefore is that at last there is a papyrus which, especially 
in view of its coincidences with fragments of Ephorus, and its close agreements 
with Diodorus, can be ascribed to Ephorus with overwhelming probability. 

The books of Ephorus’ ‘Ioropia which dealt with the period round that 
which is covered by 1610 were x-xiii; cf. Schwartz, of. cit. vi. 5. Fr. 107 (Miiller) 
from Book x is concerned with Miltiades at Paros and belongs to the interval 
between Marathon and Salamis. A fragment from Schol. Aristid. p. 515. 22 
(Miller, FHG. iv. 642) refers to the fine of 50 talents imposed on Miltiades 
and paid by Cimon when a young man (Plut. Cimon 4), i.e. before the events 
recorded in 1610. The scholiast gives as his source "Eqopos év tm mpé7n, which is 
usually corrected to évdexdty. There is also a difficulty about the number of the 
book in.Eph. Fr. 109; for his discussion of various opinions upon the causes of 
the rise of the Nile is ascribed by most MSS. of Theo Progymz. to Book xi, but 
one MS. has év 7 wéuarn in the margin, and Joannes Lydus, in referring to the 
same discussion, attributes it 7 apdérn, which has been usually corrected, as in 
the other case, to évdexdry. Miiller accepts wéum7n as right on the reasonable, 
and in our opinion sufficient ground that Book v was geographical and is 
known to have been concerned with Asia and Libya ; but Schwartz (/. c.) accepts 
evoekaty, suggesting (what does not seem very probable) that an excursus on 
Egypt may have occurred in connexion with the revolt of Inarus, which is 
narrated by Diodorus in the chapters immediately following those corresponding 
to Frs. 15-16 of 1610. After Fr. 109 there is no fragment of Ephorus which can 
be assigned with certainty to a particular event and book until Fr. 126 from 
Book xvii is reached. This records the death of Alcibiades and corresponds 
to Diod. xiv. 11. Fr. 110, however, a mention of a Sicilian island Tvxéa in 
Book xii, is doubtfully connected by Schwartz (/¢.) with the expulsion of 
Thrasybulus from Syracuse in about 466 B.c. (Diod. xi. 68), and Fr. 124, a 
mention of “Evreda in Sicily in Book xvi, is thought by him to refer probably 
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to the early history of Dionysius (cf. Diod. xiv. g). It is therefore not clear to 
which book 1610 belonged ; but evidently xi or xii is the most suitable. 

The new discovery in any case adds fresh fuel to the controversy concerning 
the authorship of two other papyri from the same site, the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 
(842) and a fragment concerning the Orthagoridae in Sicyon (1865). In our first 
edition of 842 we discussed the claims of Ephorus, Theopompus, and Cratippus 
to be regarded as the author, and eventually decided doubtfully in favour of 
Theopompus, a hypothesis which was advocated by E. Meyer and found con- 
siderable favour in Germany, but very little in this country. The claims of 
Cratippus were formerly advocated by Walker (KVio viii. 356-71) and are still 
supported by the latest editor of the He/l. Oxy., J. H. Lipsius. The case for 
Ephorus has been well stated by Judeich (Rhein. Mus. 1911. 94-139), and more 
fully by Walker (Hell. Oxy. 1912), whose able advocacy has gained many 
adherents. With regard to 1865 our view that Ephorus (or Aristotle ?) might be 
the author has been disputed by M. Lenchantin de Gubernatis (Atti Acc. Torino, 
li. 290-305), on the ground that the oracle mentioned by Diodorus referred to 
Andreas himself, implying that he was to be the first tyrant, whereas 1365 states 
that Andreas’ son Orthagoras was the first tyrant. This objection, however, 
does not seem to us insuperable, for Diodorus’ words are Gri Suxvertous éxpyoev F 
IIvia exarov étn pwactryovounderbar atitovs. émepwrncdvtay d& adirév tis 6 Tatra 
Toujtov Tadw anekplOn @ dv katandretoartes Tpdtw yeyernuévoy vidv axovcwow .. ., 
which points to the vids (Orthagoras) as the important person. 

The authorship of 842 is too large a question to be adequately rediscussed 
here, but the main bearings of the new find upon the problem, assuming that we 
are right in attributing 1610 to Ephorus, may be indicated. Firstly, the agree- 
ments between 842 and Diodorus, which could only be explained by his direct 
or indirect use of the author of 842, and which constituted the most solid 
argument in favour of the view that Ephorus was the writer in question (cf. Part v. 
125-7 ; Walker, of. cit. 50 sqq.), are less marked indeed than the correspondences 
of 1610 with Diodorus in Frs. 3, 8-11, 16, but are on much the same level as 
those in Frs. 4-6,12+13,15. Secondly, the relation of 842 to Plutarch and 
Justin is similar to that of 1610 to those authors. In both papyri the connexion 
with Plutarch is slight, but their influence upon Justin is traceable. Thirdly, 
the scale of the history in the two papyri is not dissimilar, when allowances are 
made for the comparative paucity of evidence for the more ancient period. 1610, 
though its account of the capture of Eion reproduces the brevity of Thucydides, 
not the details of Herodotus (cf. ll. 37-46, n.), was evidently on a large scale, 
being even more detailed than Diodorus, so far as can be judged. Hence the 
discovery of 1610 goes some way to remove the supposed difficulty (cf. Part v, 
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/.c., and in answer to it Walker, of. ct. 32 sqq-) that Ephorus’ history was less 
detailed than 842. Fourthly, while in 842 the narrative was arranged chrono- 
logically in the style of Thucydides, in 1610 the arrangement bears no sign of 
being annalistic, and was evidently to a large extent according to subject; 
cf. p. 1c7. Here 1610 rather damages the position of Judeich, who (a. czt. 110) 
minimized one of the chief difficulties in the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, the 
fact that according to Diodorus v. 1 Ephorus’ history was arranged KaTa Yevos, 
and maintained that Ephorus did write more or less annalistically. Walker’s 
position, on the other hand, is less affected, for he had acutely divined (of. cz¢. 30-1) 
from Diodorus’ account of the Pentecontaétia that Ephorus’ account of it was 
arranged according to subject, not annalistically, just as in fact 1610 shows it to 
have been with regard to two of the three incidents selected by Walker as 
evidence (Themistocles in Persia, and Cimon’s operations up to the battle of the 
Eurymedon). This divergence, however, between 1610 and 842 (which belongs 
to Book xviii, if it is by Ephorus) remains something of a difficulty in spite 
of Walker’s arguments (of. cit. 32 sqq.) for the view that in the later books of 
Ephorus greater respect was paid to the annalistic method. Fifthly, speeches 
in the style of Thucydides do not occur in either papyrus, but each of them has 
at least one excursus (842 on the Boeotian constitution, 1610 on Themistocles ; 
that in 842. x on the character of an individual is too incomplete to be at all 
intelligible). Lastly, there are rather more agreements in diction between 
1610 and 842 (cf. 15-17, 56-61, 73-4, 94-9, IOI, 104, 121, 123, nn.) than 
between 1610 and the extant fragments of Ephorus (cf. p. 107), which owing to 
the length of 842 is not surprising, and the general style of 842 is not unlike 
that of 1610. 

With regard to 1865, the circumstance that the parallel account in a frag- 
ment of Diodorus breaks off just before the point at which the papyrus begins 
prevents us from knowing the extent of their resemblance ; but they combine in 
most respects remarkably well. The fondness for the genitive absolute and the 
repetition of the article with an adjective placed after a substantive, which were 
noted (Part xi. 107) as characteristics of 1865, do not appear in 1610, but the 
general style is not at all dissimilar. The wide range of the library to which 1610 
belonged and, to a less extent, that of the library containing 842 (1865 was found 
with only a couple of Homeric fragments) render us unwilling to lay much 
stress on the circumstance that all three papyri, which are approximately con- 
temporaneous, come from the same site. In about A.D. 200 copies of most of 
the Greek authors of the first rank and many of the second and third were 
probably still in circulation at Oxyrhynchus. But the historian who would be 
expected to come next in popularity to Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenophon 
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is Ephorus, not Theopompus, whose works had already begun to perish in 
Diodorus’ time (Theop. Fr. 28 Grenfell-Hunt, BvBAous bxrd mpos Tals TevTnKovTa 
e€ dv mévre dvahwvodor) ; and if, as we are rather disposed to infer from the joint 
connexion with Diodorus, 842, 1365, and 1610 are the work of one author, he is 
certainly Ephorus. 

To summarize the chief points of value in 1610 from the point of view of our 
identification of its author with Ephorus, (1) the most important is that it enables 
us to realize for the first time at all adequately the debt of Diodorus, particularly 
in Book xi, to that author. That the younger historian was under great 
obligations to the older has long been supposed, but, since Diodorus also used 
various other authors, the extent and method of his use of Ephorus, whose name 
he rarely mentions, had nearly always to be guessed rather than proved. That 
he sometimes incorporated whole sentences or even chapters with little or no 
change, at other times merely paraphrased or abbreviated his main authority, 
compressing some details and omitting some episodes altogether, but adding, so 
far as 1610 goes (cf. pp. 102-4), hardly anything of his own, is not only new 
but very valuable information. Where Diodorus js perceptibly longer than or 
different from Ephorus in 1610, the new matter is probably in the main an 
amplification introduced for the sake of variety (Il. 37-46, 101-10) or a mere 
rhetorical exaggeration (Il. 69-75), though in regard to the latter passage some 
of Diodorus’ variations may be due to deference for Thucydides (Il. 62-76, n.). 
It is particularly instructive that Diodorus’ account of the twofold battle of the 
Eurymedon, which is just one of the cases where his precise relation to Ephorus 
was most in doubt owing to the divergent evidence of Polyaenus (Il. 62-76, n.), 
proves to be on the whole a very faithful reproduction of the older historian, and 
that a digression such as that in Diod. xi. 58. 4-59 on Themistocles is now 
shown to have been borrowed almost verbally from Ephorus. Evidently 
Diodorus was a writer of very slight originality, and a future editor of Ephorus’ 
fragments will be able to include most of Diod. xi with confidence. His debt 
to Ephorus in that book is almost as great as are his obligations to Agatharchides 
in iii, 12-48, where a comparison of Diodorus with the excerpts of Agatharchides 
[lept rijs €pvdpas Oaddeons preserved by Photius shows that everything in Diodorus 
down to the most minute details is borrowed from the older writer. Theopompus 
on the other hand, so far as the Pentecontaétia is concerned, does not seem to have 
been utilized to any serious extent by Diodorus. The effect of 1610 upon 
the criticism of other books of Diodorus, especially{xii-xv, is also likely to be 
considerable, but the discussion of these falls outside our present’scopes, Ttvis 
clear, however, that much of Diodorus’ work, which could be ignored, so long 
as his statements were regarded as merely those of a writer of the Augustan 
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age, will henceforth have to be treated with the respect due to the celebrated 
fourth century B. C. historian whom he was to a large extent copying. 

(2) There is now much more material for estimating the scale of Ephorus’ 
history of the fifth century B.C. Diodorus seems to have incorporated most of 
the essential parts, but by no means all the details and digressions, and Ephorus, 
as is shown by the account of the land-battle of the Eurymedon and the plot of 
Artabanus, evidently wrote at very considerable length, though his account 
of the capture of Eion ignores the material available from Herodotus, and the 
sea-fight off Cyprus is described in a few lines. His system in dealing with the 
Pentecontaétia was to group events by subjects, not by definite years, an 
arrangement which led Diodorus into great confusion about the chronology of 
this period. But in dealing with the fourth century B.C., which occupied the 
second half of Ephorus’ isropfa:, he may have employed a different method. 

(3) With regard to the sources of Ephorus, 1610 exhibits one clear case of 
direct borrowing from Thucydides (ll. 37-46, n.), and an apparent reference to 
him in an allusion to authorities vaguely described as of wey (1. 8, n.); but in 
other respects 1610 comes into marked conflict with him ; cf. p.107. Herodotus 
is not utilized in connexion with the capture of Eion, and Frs. 15-16 do not 
display any verbal connexion with the [Ilepouxd of Ctesias, though Diodorus’ 
language in a passage in this context betrays a use of that author ; cf. Il. 119 sqq.,n. 
There is now more reason than ever to suppose that the metrical inscription 
upon Cimon’s victories was quoted by Diodorus from Ephorus (Il. 267-9, n.). 

(4) Of later writers, other than Diodorus, who dealt with the Pentecontaétia, 
Plutarch kept Ephorus’ history in view, but preferred to follow other authorities, 
while echoes of Ephorus are found in Justin, Aristodemus, Polyaenus, and 
Frontinus (p. 107). 

(5) For Ephorus’ style the evidence is still scanty, and it is difficult to judge 
it fairly from fragments so discontinuous and brief as those in 1610. But it does 
not seem to have been much better than that of Diodorus, the leading charac- 
teristics of it being easiness, verbosity, and tameness, with a tendency to 
break into rhetoric (cf. pp. 107-8). 

(6) The discovery of 1610 affects many points in the controversy concerning 
the authorship of 842, and to a less extent that of 1865. On the whole it rather 
supports the attribution of 842 to Ephorus, since it tends to remove the difficulty 
caused by the elaborate scale of that work, and reinforces the most solid 
argument for ascribing it to Ephorus, the evident traces of connexion between 
842 and Diodorus. In the light of 1610 it is increasingly difficult to explain 
those agreements with Diodorus from the point of view that 842 is the work of 
Theopompus or Cratippus. On the other hand the resemblances between 1610 
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and Diodorus often reach far beyond the point attained by 842, and the principal 
obstacle to the attribution of 842 to Ephorus remains in a somewhat accentuated 
form, the strictly chronological system imitated from Thucydides, which is found 
in 842, as contrasted with Ephorus’ arrangement according to subject, which is 
well illustrated by 1610. With regard to 1365 there is less evidence for the 
extent of its resemblance to Diodorus, but the hypothesis that it came from an 
early book of Ephorus still remains attractive. 

Ephorus, in spite of his celebrity and wealth of new information not to be 
found in Herodotus, Thucydides, or Xenophon, was not a great historian, and to 
judge by 1610 it may be doubted whether in his treatment of the fifth century B. C., 
which brought him into frequent conflict with Thucydides, many of the novelties 
were of real historical value. The servility of Diodorus, who, as it now appears, 
followed Ephorus almost blindly through that period, and was practically 
incapable of original composition, has probably prevented us from losing very 
much when Books x—xv of the older historian perished. With his history of the 
fourth century B.C. the case is different. Here Ephorus is likely to have been as 
well informed as Xenophon, Theopompus, or any other, and if he was the author 
of the account of Agesilaus’ and Conon’s campaigns and the excursus on the 
Boeotian constitution in 842, his merits were by no means inconsiderable. Even 
with regard to quite early Greek history he was sometimes, if 1865 is from his 
work, distinctly independent of Herodotus and rather valuable. 

It is in any case satisfactory that with the recovery of these fragments of 
Ephorus’ history of the Pentecontaétia the ‘higher criticism’ of Diodorus not 
only can point henceforth to several substantial verifications of the methods of 
modern research in ancient history, but enters a new phase. 
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‘,.. it is mecessary to (return ?) to what (happened) then concerning Themistocles. 
Some say that he reminded him of his warnings about both the sea-fight and the bridge; but 
with regard to the sea-fight. . .’ 


2. |: or jn cam be read. 
4-5. ava|y(x|aov: the supposed y could be p, but hardly +, v, or ¢, which would make 
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the beginning of I. 5 project, and \ could be read in place of a. evay|ly[elAcov (cf. 1. 12) is 
excluded by the fact that only the plural of this word occurs in Attic. Bury suggests 
erra|me|vat avaly|«|aov [elorw [avés, referring to a previous account of the flight of Themistocles 
Frs. 1-5 are themselves part of a digression anticipating the chronological order of events ; 
cf. 1. 37 and p. 99). The letter following » can be e, but the hiatus -va: ava- is an objec- 
tion to this restoration; cf p. 107. 

6. eds] ta: of the letter following « all that survives is the tip of a stroke which might 
be vertical or horizontal. evra or enra could be read, but suggests no suitable word. 

7-12. Cf. p. 99, Thuc. i. 137 éoméumer ypdupara mpds Baowdea Apraképény tov Répou 
vewoti Baoievovra, edndrov dé 7 ypaci dre OcpuaToKAHs kw Tapa cé, ds Kaka pev TrEioTa “EAAHVeY 
elpyagpat Tov buerepor oikov, daov xpdvov Tov ody maTépa emidyra Epol dvayKy Nurvdunv, TOAD 0 ert Thei@ 
ayaba, ered) ev TO dopanel pev epoi, exelv@ S€ ev emtxwwOUv@ Tau 7 aTroKopudy eylyvero. Kal pou Evepyeoia 
dpeiiera (ypayas tHy Te ék Ladapivos mpodyyehow THs dvaxwpycews Kal THY TOY yEepuPar, 
iv wevdas mpoceroucaro, téte bv adrov ov diddvow), Kai viv éxov ..., Plut. Zhemzst. 27 
Covkvdidys péev otv kat Xdpwv 6 Aapwaknvds ictopodor reOynkdtos BéepEov mpos tov viov avtov TO 
Ocwiorokded yevérOar Thy evrevEiv' “Esopos 8€ kal Aetvwy kal Kdeltapxos Kal “Hpakdeldns, ete 
8 dAAou wAeloves, mpds adtov ddixeoOar toy =ZépEnv. ois dé yporixvis Soxet paGddov 6 Covevoidys 
ouppéperba, Kaimep ovd avrois arpéua ovytarrépevos. ‘The following account of the reception 
of Themistocles by Artabanus the xsAdapyos, who is identical with the Artabanus to whom 
Frs. 15-16 refer (cf. ll. 119 sqq., n.), is stated by Plutarch to be derived from Phanias, with a 
few extra details obtained from Eratosthenes zepi mAovrov, and Phanias too, as is observed 
by Busolt, iii. 1327, seems to have represented Xerxes as still reigning at the time of 
Themistocles’ arrival; cf. ]. 8, n. Plutarch does not state his source for the two next 
chapters (28-9), which relate in detail the reception of Themistocles by the Persian king 
and the honours paid to him, being partly derived from Thucydides, partly from some one 
else (Heraclides? Busolt, iii. 129’). A different version of the letter recorded by Thucydides 
is put into Themistocles’ mouth, ko cor, Baocided, Gepuotokis . . . @ moAAa pev dpeldovar 
Tépoau kad, melw S€ ayaba kwdvoavte tyy Siwétv, dre ris “EhAados ev dodadel yevouerns mapéoye 
Ta olkor cacdpeva xapicacOai tu kal tpiv. Diodorus xi. 56. 8 shows more interest in the 
stratagem by which Lysithides introduced Themistocles to Xerxes (cf. ll, 246-8, n.) than 
in Themistocles’ defence of himself before the king, which is described quite briefly 
kakelvou Odvtos Tm OepiotoKkded Adyov Kal paddyros ws ovdey HOiknoev. Aristodemus I0 kal 
iméuvyoey adtov (sc. Artaxerxes) trav evepyeordy ds €ddKer xatatebcicba eis tov marépa adrod 
Eépénv, Neywv Kat THs owtnpias ait@ yeyevnobar alrios [evb¢|iEal s Avcew Tods “EAA|nvas rd Cedypa, 
though primarily based on Thucydides, shows traces of a knowledge of Ephorus; cf. ll. 62— 
76, n. Nepos (Zhemzs?. 9) follows Thucydides, sczo plerosque ita scripsisse, Themtstoclem 
Xerxe regnanie in Asiam transtsse. Sed ego potissimum Thucydidi credo . . ., quoting the 
letter to Artaxerxes /dem multo plura bona fect postquam tn tuto ipse et ille in periculo esse 
coepit. Nam cum in Asiam reverti vellet, proclio apud Salamina facio, litteris eum certtorem 
Sect id agt ut pons quem in Hellesponto fecerat dissolveretur atque ab hostibus circumiretur : quo 
nunito wle periculo est hberatus. The earliest authority for the view that Xerxes, not 
Artaxerxes, was the king in question is Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Aristid. ii. 293 
(cf.1608). The date of Themistocles’ arrival in Persia continues to be a matter of dispute : 
Busolt, ili, 132°, sides with Thucydides, and assigns that event to a period shortly after the 
spring of 464. 

8. ot pev: cf. the previous n. Thucydides is probably included, for the expressions in 
ll. r1-12 seem to be derived from him, though avr{ov is apparently Xerxes, not Artaxerxes, 
cf, the next n. Dinon may also be meant, for he was approximately Ephorus’ con- 
temporary. Clitarchus and Heraclides, who were younger, can hardly have been referred 
to by Ephorus, nor can Phanias (cf. the previous n.), who was the disciple of Aristotle. 
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8—9. ume |uvnoev avtiov: we prefer ume|uvnoev to ave|uynoev on account of the parallel 
in Aristodemus ro cited above. His work, the date of which is unknown, is based mainly 
on Herodotus and Thucydides, but its frequent resemblances to Diodorus, especially as to 
the causes of the Peloponnesian War, suggest the use of Ephorus, and iméuyncev airéy looks 
like a reminiscence of the present passage. avz[ov, however, here is, we think, Xerxes not 
Artaxerxes, because (1) there is no mention of the king’s father (cf. Thuc. /c.); (2) the 
accession of Artaxerxes is described by Diodorus in a much later chapter, to which 
Frs. 15-16 refer; (3) Ephorus is definitely known to have agreed with the majority of 
historians that Xerxes was the reigning king. The difficulty is that owing to the loss 
of the second part of the sentence from 1. 14 onwards it is not clear whether our author 
accepted the opinion of of »év or not. If he rejected it, then avt[ov might be Artaxerxes 
and Fr. 1 would be more suitably placed after Fr. 16, with a backward reference in ll. 5-7 
to the account of Themistocles in Persia which must in any case have preceded Frs. 2-5. 
This would have the advantage of making the suggested connexion between ll. y-12 and 
both Thucydides and Aristodemus closer; but we are unwilling to separate Fr. 1 so widely 
from Frs. 2-5, seeing that Themistocles is the subject of them all. To retain Fr. 1 where 
it is, and make avz[ov Artaxerxes, with a possible forward reference in ll. 5-7 to a subsequent 
mention of Artaxerxes, is a possible compromise ; but with [mpo}jyyecAe the most natural dative 
to be supplied is avrg, i.e. Xerxes, not r@ marpi adrot which would be required by the identifica- 
tion of avz[ov with Artaxerxes. 

10. rlavualyeas: cf. 1. 13, Hdt. viii. 75, Thuc. Zc, Diod. xi. 17, Plut. Zhemist. 12 
and 28. 

II. ts ylepupas: cf. Hdt. viii. 110 ras év ‘EdAnordvte yeptpas hve, Thuc. Z.¢., Diod. xi 
19. 5 Tov madaywyov Tay iSiov vidv anéorethe mpds Tov ZépEnv SnrAwoovta Sire pédNovow oi “EAAnves 
mrevoavres emi TO edyya Avew TH yepupay, and the next n. Diodorus’ employment of 
the singular (Hdt. and Thuc. have the plural) confirms y[epupas here; but the stroke 
following rns might be round just as well as straight. , 

Tee [mpo|nyyeine : cf. Thue. /.c. mpodayyehow. [<E]|nyyetde would also be suitable; cf. Plut. 
Them, 12 ov exnéuner mpos tov Eépénv eptpa Keevoas héeyew tt GepioroxdAjs 6 Tav “AOnvaiwy 
atpatnyos aipov'yevos Ta Baoiéws eEayyeddet mpdros ad’T@ rods “EAAnvas dmodudpdckovtas. 


Br, 2: tis ce. : - ov eomovdlace ; tis 2] de roo ovror|s dua? rly épyaly... 


15-17. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 2 ris 5€ mpos dmacay thy ex Tis ’Acias Sivapw dvacrat@ 
™ moder tapataxGeis eviknoe; Tis B€ Tos Epyous ev elpnvy tHy marpida Suvatiy KatTecKevace 
TOTOUTOLS (rovrus MSs.5 ToLovToLs OI Togovrots Reiske). lov can be a participle or the 
end of a phrase like 6:4 réy épywr. With éomovdlace cf. 842. xiv. 7 éomovdafov éxmohenaoat. 


IRS, “BES 9 ¢ ¢ éx[eivor | pev bd THs Tdre[ws| HTYLATpEVOY, 7[7v| de médw dia t[a]s ekeivou 
mpagelts| THs peylarns Tynns Und Tey “EAnvey dE@Oeicay, f peyddny |yepovi ? av olov... co\p wrarny 
kal Cuxatlord[rny .. 2... |ra[r|n{v] x[at yader |orarny | yevopern|y mpods ékelivov. of 8 b]rodauBdvorlow 


dre et |rep éBovdr| On éx ? Solbvae rijly myepovia? |v 

*... that while he was dishonoured by the city, the city owing to his achievements 
was held by the Greeks to be worthy of the highest honour, which (city founded)... 
a great empire... (the city) which was the wisest and justest became the most... and 
severe to him. Some suppose that, even if he wished to surrender the hegemony,...’ 


18 sqq. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 3 dudmep Grav 70 peyebos Tay Epywr aitod Cewpriowper 

pi A A , , \ \ , 4 

kal okoTrodvtes Ta KaTa pépos eUpapev exetvoy pev UO THS TOAEWS ]TLMATpEVoY, THY dé TOALY Bud 
, a i cal Sal ‘\ 

Tas éxelvou mpdgers emaipoperny, eikdtws THv SoKovoay eivat Tov dragay Trdé\Ewv GopwTdTHY Kat 
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emetkeotdtyy XaheTwrdtyny mpos ekeivov ebploxopev yeyevnpévny.  ev[pjo[yer] is inadmissible 
mers: 

21-2. z[a]s exewou mpages: cf. ll. 193-4, where the phrase perhaps recurs, suggesting 
that Fr. 26 belongs to this context. 

22-5. Diodorus has only one word here in place of seven: cf. p. 103. 

26. [nyewor|av: cf. Ephorus Fr. 67 redeurqoavtos yap éxeivou (Epaminondas) rip iyepoviay 
amofiadew evOvs tovs OnBatovs, otover is inadmissible. 

27-31. Cf. Diod. Z.c. The division of lines in Frs. 4+ 5 is uncertain, but there is 
hardly any doubt that Fr. 5, containing the supposed ends of Il. 29-31, is rightly joined 
to the other. Bury suggests addws before o|f|era'ry» and palraw|ralr|n[y| before x(a. Cf. 
Lea. at, 

30-1. [yevo|uern |v: [yeyevn|uern |v (cf. Diod. 2. £:) seems too long for the lacuna. 

32. v}rodapBavor{ow: cf. ll. 94-9, n. The adopted restoration of Il. 32—-" was proposed 
by Bury. «Sovdn|6n xdo|»a produces a hiatus, which is unsatisfactory (cf. ll. 4-3, n.); but 
mpo6o |uvat seems too long, 1 Xander lorarny is the beginning of 1. 30. With the division 
xalAer |wrarny, however, mpo|do|uvat could be read; cf. ll. 27-31, n. The division XaXe mr |oraryy 
would create a great difficulty in 1. 31, for there would not be room for vm \v or |oaly 
and a participle is wanted there, the » being nearly certain. 

34. The vestige of a letter before vw suggests y, r, or v, so that r}yv atifay is unsatis- 
factory, though the doubtful 7 can be « aza[cav is possible, but with another word than 
nyepovia |v, for which cf. 1. 26, Nn. 


EGS vue eipn| per cana dev] mapeé| €B |nuev. °A| On |vatoe [d]e K[é]uovos tov MuAriddov 
atpatyyov| vt jos exmrevoartes ek BuCavtiov peta Tav oUppaxeav "Hi |ova THY ent Srp[ vp |e Tlepoav 
€xo1 [ro |p etAov Kat [Sxtpo |v, ny yoo |v as 

‘... from which we digressed. The Athenians under the command of Cimon son of 
Miltiades sailed out from Byzantium with their allies, and captured Eion on the Strymon, 
which was in the possession of the Persians, and Scyros, which island . . .’ 


36-7. Probably rors || eepn| pevors or rev|| etpy|pevor. For oGev| cf. Arist. Eth. Nic. i. 5. I 6dev 
mape&éBnpev, and for mapeé|eB|nuev Diod. xi, 59. 4 mept pev ovv tHs CemiotoxA€ous dpetns et Kal 
memeovdkapey TapeKBdvtes, ddd’ ody ovk déov... The digression evidently contained the 
estimate of Themistocles (Frs. 2-5); but the fibres of the verso of Fr. 6 suggest that 
it belongs to a different column. Bury suggests something like eraneper Se rocoutey TEpt TOU 
GeputaToKAeovs | eupn| wevov cf. ll.4—5, n. 

37-46. Cf. pp. 99-100, Hdt. vii. 107, where the heroic defence of Eion by Béyns is 
described in some detail, Thuc. i. 98 (the source of the present passage ; cf. Pp. 107) mpérov 
pev “Hudva thy émt Etpupdve Mydav éxdvtwy odtopkia ethov Kai nvdparddicav, Kipwvos Tod MiAtidSou 
oTpatnyouvTos. émeita Lkipov rH ev TH Alyaiw vacov, hv @kovy Addores, nvSparddicav Kal @kicay 
avroi, and Diod. xi. 60. 1-2 “A@nvaior otparnyov EXopevor Kivwva tov MidtidSou xr, (cited on 
p. 103), which is longer than 1610, but adds nothing new about the capture of Eion, and 
bears distinct traces of derivation from 1610, especially the mentions of Byzantium and Pelasgi 
(cf, p. 100). Plutarch’s account (Cimon 7) Kipor dé ray TUppdyav 7dn TPOTKEXWPHKOT@Y av’To 
orpatnyos eis Opaxny erhevoe, muvOavdpevos Mepadv dvdpas évddéous kai ovyyeveis Baoidéas *Hedva 
TOAWw mapa 7 Zrpupdue Keevny ToTaU@ katéxovtas evoydeiy Tots Tept Tov Tdrov é€keivov "EdAnot. 
TpOTov pev ody avrovs paxh rovs Tépoas eviknae Kal Katéxeuey els THY TOAW* Exevra Tovs Umep Srpu- 
p6va Opakas krh., which proceeds to narrate the story of Béyns (here called Bovrns) told by Hdt., 
is based on other historians than Ephorus, 
ee [Sxupo]y: cf. Thuc. and Diod. 7% cc. Our author was much more detailed; 
Chali 
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Fr. 7. 49-51. Cf. p. roo and Plut. Czmon 8, where the story of Cimon’s recovery of 
the bones of Theseus is narrated in detail, being possibly based on Ephorus, especially the 
mention of Lycomedes, muvOavdpevos d€¢ roy madadv Onoéa tov Aiyews pvydvta pev €& ’AOnvdv eis 
Zkipor, aitot S drodurdvra ddd Sid HéBov bd Avkopndous Tod Baoiéws eamovdace tov rdpov 
dvevpeiv. av|[rov de mplos would make |. go rather short, but perhaps av|[ros (sc. Theseus) 
d(e) . . . pevjos should be read. Fr. 35, which mentions the Pelasgians and a xa|rapvy|7?, is 
probably to be connected with the episode; cf. p. 100. 

55+ Ono.|: the last letter might be ¥) 1, k, Or m, but not e, so that a reference to Theseus 
(cf. the previous n.) is inadmissible. 


Fr. 8. ray rapaéjada| rriwy kano |vpeve|y médewv 6a Jae pev ex r[ijs ‘EAMG |Sos qoaly dre eco pevat 
m|apa|xpija our €meise . . . 

*... of the so-called coast cities those which had been founded from Greece he at 
once persuaded (to revolt).’ 


56-61. The division of lines in this fragment is practically certain. Cf. p. ror and 
Diod. xi. 60. 4 mrevoas ody pera mavrss Tod oréXov mpos Tnv Kaplav, tav tapabadattiwy médewv 
Soar pév foav ex THs “EANdSos amwxiopévar, ravras TApPAXpYMa TuveTELoEY dmooTivar TOY 
Ilepoav, doa & brApxov diyhorrot kab povpas éxovoar Ileporkds Biav mpocdyav érodbpxet, Which 
only differs by the omission of kadoupéver, the changed position of jcav, and the insertion 
of ravras. Plutarch’s account (Crmon 12) is differently worded, 7a peév eropber Kal KateaTpe- 
geto, ta S€ ddiotn Kai mpoonyeto Tois "EMAnow, dote THY am’ “Iwvias ’Aciav dypi Tapypudlas 
mavraraot Wepoixav Snhov épnudoar, and proceeded to give fresh details omitted by Diodorus. 
With mapa |ada| rriov. ch 842. xxi. 17 Spvyias ris map| aa |AarriOiov, and with drexopeva 
Ephorus Fr. 30 a (FHG, iv. 642) from schol. Aristid. p. 11. 17 Dindorf of 8¢ ras droudtas 


katahéeyovow" eis "Eopov amoreiverat ds mepl THs Tovexns aroukias éypae (sc. in Book iii). 


Frs. 94+104+538. .. . Kino murdavdpevos Toy t[ov Ilepoav orddo|y Tept [ry Kumpov 
ov|vrera| yOar, dtaxooilas wer[ryjKovra 7 |p[os | Tpta[Kooias x |ai terrap|dkovra. | mapatax| Oeic las Sé roddy 
Xpovov modAas pev Tov x\| ww \Ovvevove ay BapGal ps kav veg@y dvépOe| tp lev, éxatoy & abrois |a|vdpacw [e |ide 
Cwypr|oas tov T|. ene .jov seees 

‘(Cimon attacked, perceiving) that the Persian fleet was drawn up off Cyprus, with 
two hundred and fifty ships against three hundred and forty. After they had opposed each 
other for a considerable time, he destroyed many of the barbarians’ ships which ran into 
danger and captured a hundred of them with the crews, taking alive .. 


62-76. Cf. p. ror and Diod. xi. 60. 5-6 of d€ Mépoa 70 pev mefov orpdrevpa Ov éavtey Kate- 
gkevacay, TO b€ vautixdy HOpoiray &k te Bowixns kai Kimpov kai Kudexlas’ éorparnyer 5¢ rev Weporkav 
Suvdpewy TiOpavutns, vios av ZépEov vdO0s. Kipov d€ muvOardnevos tov otdNov TOV Nepo@y diarpiBew 
Trept Tiy Kimpov kul whevoas eri rods BapBapovs evavydynoe BSiakogtats Kal mevTHKOVTG vavol Tpds 
Tplakogias kai TeTTapdKovta. yevouevov & dyavos ixxupod Kal Tov orddov duporépwr aumpas 
dyoriCopévov TO Tedevtaioy evikwv ot *AOnvatot, Kai Todds ev TOV evartioy vais SrépOerpar, 
melovs b€ Tov éxatTov adv abTots Trois dvipdow ethov, Trav dé oimav vedv KatapvyovTay eis 
Tv Kumpov of per év avrais dvdpes eis THY ynv anexwpynoay, ai d€ vies Keval tov BonOoiytay ocbcat 
Tots modepiows eyernOnoav wroxeipot. In xi. 62. 1 Cimon’s total captures in connexion with 
this battle are estimated at 340 triremes, i.e. the whole Persian fleet, Diodorus forgetting 
there to allow for the ships sunk. Plutarch’s account (Czmon 12), as usual, is mainly 
different, "Eqopos péev ody TiOpavarny dynoi trav Baciixav vedv dpxew Kai Tod meCod Pepevddtyy 
(cf. 1. 86), Kad\uobérns & ’Apopdvdyy tov 'wBpvov kupidraroy bvta tis Suvdpews apd Toy Edpupedovra 
rais vavol Tmapoppely, ovK Ovta juaxeoOat Tois "EhAnow mpdOvpoy, adda mpowdexdpevoy dydSonkovra vais 
Powiccas and Kimpov mpoondeovaas. rtavtas POjvar Bovddcpevos 6 Kivwv avyxOn, Bui¢erOar mape- 
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oxevacpévos, dv éxdvres pur) vavpaxydow. of dé mprov pev, @s pr BracOciev, eis Tov ToTapoy eiowppi- 
cavto, mpoohepopevay S€ tov ’AOnvaiay avteéémdevuay, as icropet Parddnpos, é£axoclas vavaoly, ws 0 
"Eqopos, TevTHKOVTA KL TpLaKoTiaLs. epyov dé Kara yoov THY Addarray ovdEev Um adtav émpaxOy Tis 
Suvdpews aEvov, AAN edOds ets thy yHv dnoorpépovres e&€mimrov of mprou Kai Karehevyov eis TO Te Cov 
éyyvs mapatetaypévor, of d€ karadauBavopevor SuepOeipovto peta TV vEdy. @ kat dyov eotw dre 
mdpmodrdal tives al memAnpwopévar trois BapBdpors vies Trav, bre mohA@v per, ws elkds, expvyovTar, 
moda S€ cuvrpiBewav, duws aixpadwrous Siaxoglas éhaBov ot ’AOyvaior, The figure 200 also 
occurs in the brief account of Thucydides i. 100 éeyévero b€ pera ratta kat 7 em Evoupedorte 
rotaue év Ilaypvdia meCouayia Kai vavpaxia ’A@Onvaiwy Kai Tov Evppaywv mpos MnOovus, Kal evikav TH 
ait nuepa aupdrepa AOnvaioe Kipewvos tod MiAriddov orpatnyovrros, kal elhov Tpinpets Powikwy Kal 
Srépbetpay tas mdoas és duakocias, and in the confused account of Nepos (Czmon 2. 2), who 
erroneously makes Mycale the scene of the sea-fight, /dem zterum apud Mycalen Cypriorum 
et Phoentcum ducentarum navitum classem devictam cepit. The concluding sentence of 
Thucydides is obscurely worded, and it has been proposed to insert a numeral (7) after 
Bowikov; cf. Busolt, iii. 146%. Plutarch evidently knew Ephorus’ account, but followed 
a historian (apparently Callisthenes), who agreed in the main with Thucydides as to the 
locality of the sea-battle and the number of the Persian losses. Thucydides’ account, 
supplemented by Plutarch’s, is usually preferred to any other (cf. Busolt, iii. 146°); but 
besides Diodorus Aristodemus 11. 2 Kivwvos S€ rod MiAriddouv orpatnyotrvtos avémhevoay ent THY 
Tlap@vudiay xara Tov Aeydpevoy Evpupedorta morapov Kal evavpdynoay Boing kai Mepoas kai haympa 
épya éredeiEavro, Exatov te vats éddvtes attdvBpous emeCoudynoay, was evidently influenced by 
Ephorus, and Frontinus, Sfrazeg. iv. 7. 45, agrees with Diodorus both as to the locality of 
the sea-fight (apud insulam Cypron) and the stratagem of Cimon at the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon (cf. Diod. xi. 61, 1-2 and ll. 77-8,n.). Polyaenus, S¢ra/eg. i. 34.1, inverts the scene 
of the sea-fight (off the Eurymedon) and the stratagem (Cyprus), and Klussmann and 
Duncker (cf. Busolt, 7. c.) held that this represented Ephorus’ description more closely than 
Diodorus’ account—a view which is disposed of by 1610. Some echoes of Ephorus, how- 
ever, seem to survive in Polyaenus’ account; cf. kat mwodda oxagdn BapBapixd eddy with 
ll. 72-3 and réy arddov @s Hidvov todéxovra with I]. g8-1o1. Justin gives no details, but 
the figure 100 for the ships captured by Cimon is also found in Lycurg. ¢c. Leocr. 72, and 
is supported by the metrical inscription quoted by Diodorus xi. 62. 3, no doubt from 
Ephorus, even if Fr. 48 does not actually belong to it (cf. ll. 267-9, n.). Diodorus’ 
exaggeration of it mhelovs ray éxardv (Z. c.) is either merely rhetorical (cf p. 111) or made out 
of deference to the figure 200 in Thucydides. In favour of the second explanation is the 
circumstance that his insertion of 1d redevraioy évikwy of A@nvaioe suggests the influence of 
Thucydides (kal evikay ...’A@nvaioc), Whether Diodorus had any other authority for his 
statement rv ordd\av dudorépav haymp@s aywrCouevoy than Ephorus’ reference to modvy xpdvov 
may also be doubted. Aristodemus, /.¢., speaks of Aawmpa epya, but in reference to the Greeks 
only, and Plutarch, /.c., definitely denies that the Persian fleet made any serious resistance, 
in contrast to the subsequent kparepa pdyy on land, of which his rhetorical description has 
been ascribed to Theopompus; cf. Busolt, iii. 146°. 

62-3. For muvOavopevos cf. Diod. /.c. The verb may well have been avreemdevce (cf. 
Platvace). 

66-9. The figures are exactly reproduced by Diodorus, 7. c. No importance is to be 
attached to the variation in Plutarch’s figure (350 instead of 340) of the number of the 
Persian fleet according to Ephorus; cf. p. 106. Frs. 9, 10. i and 53 do not actually touch 
each other, but the combination is practically certain; cf. ll. 282-4, n. Of the third + in 
rerrap|axovra a bit of the cross-bar is on Fr. 9 and the tail of the vertical stroke on Fr. ro. 

73-4. dvepOe[up|ev: this word occurs twice in 842 (xiv. 9 and xix, 20). 

76. a. Aas Jou : D[eporx ov (sc. durdpewr) (or m ohept|or), followed by nyepova (i.e. 
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Tithraustes ; cf. Diod. 7. c.) can be restored, but the article is expected. 7m is nearly certain, 
ye[, yol, or yo[ being the only alternatives and less satisfactory readings. rev Iepo]oy is 
therefore inadmissible; but roy |. . . . .|or|[Sy, i.e. a subordinate Persian admiral, or 
conceivably Ta|8pvay] (cf. Callisthenes ap. Plut. /. c.) ay (i.e. Sv) is possible. 

77-8. The height of the columns in 1610 is unknown, but probably about 4o lines are 
lost between ll. 76 and 77, so that the remains of Fr. 10. ii would be expected to be parallel 
to some part of Diod. xi. 61. 1-2, which narrates the beginning of the land-battle of the 
Eurymedon. Perhaps Il. 77-8 are to be connected with eveBiBacev eis Tas adypadwridas vais 
Tov ii@v tos dpictous, Sovs Tidpas Kai THv GAAnV KaTacKeUIY mepiGeis Leporkny, of dé BapBapor 
mpoomdeopvres ptt TOU aTdAov Tats Ilepoixais vavot kai rapackevais Wevobevtes tméXaBov ras iSias 
Tpimpes elvar, Sidmrep obrou pev mpooedéearro KT. (cf. Il. 200-2, n.). ovres. . . Kau THY ad }|Anv 
[karackevny vme]|Nap(Bavor (cf. 1. 99) is possible, the letter after Xa beginning with a vertical 
stroke (not 8). Another passage which might be connected with Il. 77-8 is xi. 61. 4 rods 
pev yap "EXqvas ody tmehdpBavor yew mpcs avrods pera Suvdpews To cdvOAOY pnd éxyew kth. But 
EN] Arp[as ovx vre]|Aap[Bavoy makes |. 77 too short, and in the absence of any correspondence 
in ch. 61 with Il. 79-83 the remains of this column may well have been concerned with 
details omitted by Diodorus; cf. p. 112. 


Er. 11. cov pe |p [orparnyo|y avt@y | bepevdary |v aden| pidody dvt ja Tod Bao| Aas év th | oKnry | 
‘. .. (they killed) their general Pherendates, who was the king’s nephew, in his tent.’ 


84-8, Cf.p.ror and Diod. xi.61. 3 kai tov pev otparnydy rey BapBdper rov erepov PepevdaTnp, 
adeApid0Gy Tod Bacihéws, év TH okyvy KaTadraBdrres epdsvevoar, which hardly differs. The two last 
words or an equivalent must have followed 1. 82. Pherendates was mentioned by Ephorus; 
cf. Plut. Czmon 12 quoted in ll. 62-76, n. and p. 106. 


Frs.12+13. ... duerd| ovy d|vres, [do |re vopicovtes dmo THs iymeip| ov | THY epodoyr avr| cis 
yey|ovévat rev mlolAepior mpds rals| vai[s| &pevyor, bmo[d]apBdvovtes adrois ei[vlae udias* 08 87 
mlo|AAol pev ind rev Karadepbérray exet puddkwv ar€Ov7| cKor | €v Th vuKTi, ToAAol dé Cdvtes 
WAlckovto mepirintovres Tois “ENAnow Oia THY aropi{aly Omrou t|p |an[o |i{vro], kal Tov [e]éLaipons | 
avtots €| memecovta p68 ? jor. 

‘,.. Hence, thinking that their enemies’ attack was from the land, they fled to 
the ships, expecting these to be on their own side. There many of them were killed in the 
night by the guards who had been left behind on the spot, while many were taken alive, 
falling into the hands of the Greeks through their ignorance which way to turn and the fear 
which had suddenly overtaken them.’ 


93. duereAlouv olpres: cf. 1865. 16 b[uereA Jere Suaurmpevos kai mardevdpevcs otras. ot Heoides 
ex8po. may have preceded, the sentence probably corresponding to kai 7a mpds adrods ddXorpios 
éyovras in Diodorus ; cf. the next n. 

94 sqq. Cf. pp. ror—2 and Diod. xi. 61. 4-6 rods pev yap “EAAnvas ody ireddpBarov Fee mpds 
avrovs peta Suvdpews TO avvodor, nd exew adtovs reciy orpariay wemevopevor’ rovs S€ Tucidas dvras 
Opdpous Kat Ta mpos avTods GddoTplos ExovTas UmedduBaroy Kew peta Svvdpews (ined... . Suv. del. 
Madvig). 8d kat voutoavtes amd THs Hrelpou Thy empopay eivar TOV TOEPLwY TPds TAS vats os 
mpos idias epeuyov. rijs dé vuKTOS oVaNs doeAjvov Kai TkoTELWAS TvYEBaLve THY dyvotay TOAD paddov 
avEeoPa Kai pndéva radydes dvvacGa ideiv. 616 Kal roAAod Hédvov yevopevov dia THY araélay roy 
BapBdpov 6 pev Kivoy «rd. (cf. ll.114-16,n.). Plutarch’s account (Crmonx 13, from Theopompus?; 
cf. ll. 62-76, n.) is quite different, ray de meCav enixataBdvtwy mpos tHy Oddacoay péya pev epyov 
epaiveto TO Kipom ro Biagea@ae tiv andBaow Kal Kexunkdtas akunor Kal ToAAaTAaGioLs emdyewy Tovs 
"EAAnvas, duos b€ poun Kal ppornpate rod Kpareiv dpav emnppévous Kal mpoOvpous dude xepeiv Tois 
BapBdpo.s, areBiBae rods émXitas ere Oepuods TO Kata THY vavpaxiay dyOvue peta Kpavyns Kat Spdpov 
mpoohepopevous, wUmootaytwy de toy Mepoay kal deEapévov otk dyevya@s Kpatrepa payn ouveotn Kal 
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tev “AOnvaiwy avdpes dyaOol kai rots akiwpact mpOror kai Suampemeis érecov. TOANG O ayout Tpewd- 
pevor Tovs BapBdpous ekrewov, eira Hpouv avrovs te Kul oxnvas mavrodaray Xpnuarov yepouras. 
Diodorus’ reference to the absence of the moon seems to be his own invention, since there 
is no indication in Il. 105-7 of anything corresponding to it and no further reference to the 
darkness is in fact expected after 1. 104. Possibly, however, the absence of the moon may 
have been mentioned earlier in Ephorus’ account. 

94-9. vopuiCovtes . . . umc[A lapBavovres : cf. vopigouer brokapBavovres in Ephorus Fr. 2, and, 
for bmokapBaver, ll. 32, 77-8, n., and 842. vi. 10, xi. 17, xiv. 11. 

IOI, qudsas: cf. 842. xiv. 40 Pidiws, and Polyaen. Svrazeg. i. 34. 1, quoted in lI. 62-76, n. 

102-4. karadedlevrav .. . pudraxkov: cf, Ephorus Fr. 53 pvdAaxas 8 xaréhirov. 

104. ameOyn| oor]: cf. 842. xx. 33 cuppeiEartes arro6|y|noxovow, 

108. That the fragment containing o and part of the v of EAAn|ow and the ends of 
ll. 103-7 is rightly combined with the top of the v admits of hardly any doubt. 

r11-12. The letter after avrovws may be o, and Joy may be read for Jo». 


Hrs 14. aut or pal reer ?—| vr [kr P— ai |rois mup| oor ?—|anra{. ae 


114-16. Cf. p. 101, Diod. /. c. 6 pev Kipey mpoeupnkas Tots otpatidtats mpds toy dpOnodpevoy 
Tupaov ovrtpéxewy pe mpds Tais vavol avoonpor, evAaBovpevos py Sveomappévay Tey oTpati@Tay Kal 
mpos dprayny dpynrdvrav yérnrat te mapddoyov. mdvre@v S€ mpds Tov mupaoy dOporbérvtwy Kal mavea- 
Hévav THs dprayis, tore pev eis Tas vais dmrexopnoar. TH 8 vorepaia KtA, mupoevery OCCUrS iN 


Ephorus Fr, 107. Fr. 48 not improbably came between Frs. 14 and 15; cf. ll. 267-9, n. 


Frs. 15-16. 1 ?Jods [. . . Aoyx ?lopdpous, OL? eats eh OP érvyxa|vev 6 °A lprakepéns, [Gua 
p|év adros kara| oxety 2 T |jv Baowdetay [Bovdop ?levos, dua dé [ dedud ?|\s py mpay[pa... | ave |kowvov| ro ? 
TN? 60 «| . w pos |Trov ebvodxor| Mi6p:[Sarny kara |x| o ewe ory Tov Baciré los. 

‘,..the spearmen, of whom Artaxerxes happened to be ..., being at the same time 
anxious to obtain the kingdom himself and afraid that . .. he communicated the (plot) to 
the eunuch Mithridates, the king’s chamberlain.’ 


11g sqq. Cf. Diod. xi. 69. 1 emi 8€ rovta@v Kata tiv ’Agiar *AprdBavos Td pev yevos ‘Ypxanos, 
Suvdpevos b€ mActorov rapa t@ Baotet Zepén kal rdv dopu¢dspav apyyovpevos, expwev dveheiv Tov 
ZépEnv kai thy Bacwdelay cis Eautov peracracat. dvakowwodpevos de tiv emBouvdiy Tpds MiOpidatny 
Tov EUVOOXOY, ds HY KaTAKOLPLETHS TOO Bacthéws Kal THY Kuptataryy éxov miotiv, dua b€ kal ovyyerns 
dv “AptaBdvov kai pidos trjxovee mpos Thy emuBovdnv. [kau Ty Kupt@rarn |y can be restored in 
]. 133. Probably Fr. 16 followed Fr. 1g with a very slight interval (cf. p. 102), which is in 
accordance with the general appearance of the recto of these two fragments, though the 
verso does not suggest their propinquity. adrés in 1. 123 we refer to Artabanus, the phrase 
kataloxeiv rhjv Baowdelay [Bovdsulevos (cf. karacyeiv thy dpyny in Diod. xi. 69. 4 quoted below, 
and ry» x@pav katacxev in Ephorus Fr. 29) being very close to both Diodorus’ riv Bacitelav ... 
veraorjoae and Justin iii. 1 Xerxes... guippe Artabanus praefectus etus...in spem regnt 
adductus cum septem robustissimis fils regiam vespert ingreditur, which is likely in any case 
to have been partly derived from Ephorus. The chief difficulty is that dop\vpdpovs would be 
expected in |. r20, but the bottom of the letter preceding go (which is practically certain) 
does not come below the line, nor is the tail of a preceding p visible. The word is therefore, 
we conjecture, a synonym for Sopuddpous, Aoyx Jopspovs being preferable to fvorlopspovs. 
With the reading rods pépous there might be a connexion with Diod. xi. 71. 1 emi 8€ rovrov 
*ApragepEns 6 Bacidels rev Ilepo@v dpre thy Bacidelay avaktnodpevos 


. - + Overake ra Kata rip 
/ te iz tal 
Bacveiay ovppepdvtas abre . 


» . emepedy On S€ Kat TY mpordder Kal THs Surduewy KaTaoKEUns, Kat 
ka€ddov tThv Bacideiay bAnv émveckas Storkav peyadns arrodoxns €rvyxave mapa Tots Tépcas. The rest 
of Fr. 15 would then have to be restored differently, But though airés could be Artaxerxes 
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and |krnodulevos is possible in 1. 1 25, the other parallel is closer and more satisfactory. It is 
just possible that, while Fr. 15 refers to the plot of Artabanus, the parallel section in Diodorus 
is not 69. 1 but 69. 3-4 6 8 ody ’AprdBavos Tapayevopevos €re vuxrds ovens mpos tov ’Apraképénv 
epnoe Aapeiov rov ddedpdy adtoo povéa yeyovevar tov matTpos kal thy Baowdelav els éavrov meptomray, 
ouveBovrevaev odv avT@ mpd Tov Karacyeiy exeivov THY Gpxnv oKoreiy Oras py Sovtetay did pabvylay 
ada Bacrevon roy Hovéa rod TATpOS Tiuwpnodpevos® ennyyseiharo & auT® ouvepyors mapéLecOat rors 
Sopupédpovs rov Bacwiéws. But this too, in spite of some resemblances, seems to suit Fr. 15 
less well than does 69. 1. 

The plot of Artabanus is also described by Ctesias Frs. 29-30 ’Aprdmavos 8¢ péya Tapa 
Zep& Suvapevos per *"Aompauirov rod evvovxouv Kal adrovd péya Suvapévov Bovdevovrar dvedeiv ZépEnv, 
kat dvaipotce KtdA. This is evidently one of the ultimate sources of Diodorus’ statement, 
which in any case must be derived (with some variations, if our explanation of Fr. 15 is 
correct) from Ephorus, who was probably responsible for the change of ‘Aorpapitns to MOpi- 
darns: cf. the variation between Justin’s Bacabasus (from Ephorus or Dinon ?) and Ctesias’ 
MeyaBufos (Fr. 30), each representing the Persian name Bagabukhsha (cf. Gilmore, ad doc.) 
the subsequent betrayer of Artabanus to Artaxerxes. 

121. joy is probably a participle. [nyenor] wy is possible; but Artabanus himself, not 
Artaxerxes, was in command of the Sopuddpo: cf. the previous n. 

eruyxalvev: cf 1.178 Jruy|yav? A fondness for tuyxavew Characterizes 842; cf. Part 
Vv. 124. 

123. [apa pe|y: cf. 1. 125 aya de and the same contrast in 842. x. 2. 

128-9. ave|koworlto tv... sh emeret, Diods 7 ‘r: dvakowwodpevos b€ thy émBovdny and 
842. 1. 3 Kowwoduevos .. . Tept TOU mpaypuatos, ave |kouvov [ryv Bovdev|ow can be read, but is 
unlikely, the middle being much commoner than ihe active. The letter before w is y, & o, 
or 7. mpa|f would be the right length. 

133. Cf. ll. r19 sqq., n. 

134-9. Cf. p/ 102 and Diod. xi. 30. 4-5 pera O€ tava ék tis imwpeias pereotpatonédevoay 
eis €repuv rérov evOer@repov mpds Tiyy hou xepy vieny. jv yap ék pév rev bdeEiov yeodohos wndJds, €k 
b€ Tav elovipwv 6 ’Acwnds Trotapés* tov & ava pécoy térov emeiyeyv 1) oTpatomedela, Ted payyevn 
tT pvoe Kal rais tay tore aodaneiats, where rézros (ef; ll. 1396 and 138) occurs thrice, 
though the context is different. orpar|olredov] is possible in Il. 136-7, and [ev] roes] tL] rous 
(Bury) in Il. 137-8, but hardly t{olro]v in Il. 134-5. The dividing-point of the lines in this 
fragment is uncertain. 

140-5. Fr. 18 perhaps corresponds to Diod. xi. 57- 3 avrm (Xerxes’ sister) muOouévn tiv 
Tapovciay Tov GeuurrokA€ovs HAGE eis Ta Bacireva mevOiunv ec6jra AaBovca kal pera Sakptiov ikéereve 
tov adeAor émOcivar tyswpiay TO Oentotokdei, as 8 ob mpoceiyer airh, mepiyee... Lines 143-5 
can be restored roy a|Sed| pov Tiw@prav (Or ko\aotr) mpoo |Jeu[at OcporoK)ee} ols] de{. The v 
in |. 142, which is nearly certain, would then be expected to belong to daxpiv rather than to 
ixéreve, but the vestiges of the letter following it do not suit , whereas ¢ is possible. 
uxere lve [KAavovga Top a|8e\{ Pov would be suitable, but the remaining two lines 140~1 present 
difficulties. A[6ev in 1. 141 is unsatisfactory, for the preceding letter seems to be , not a, and 
pe Aauvye oro |\n is too short. If AaBouvca Kal uxere |ve be restored, ln must be the accusative 
plural of a word meaning ‘clothes’ or, as there seems to be none available, an adjective in 
agreement with e.g. iudrva. The suggested correspondence with Diodorus therefore remains 
very uncertain, especially since the supposed ) of a|8ed| Pov can be a, and Joen[{ can be read 
for ]dew. 

178. |rvy|[xav: cf 1. ret, n. 

192-4. If ras | exewolv mpad cs (cf. 1. 20) is right, Fr. 26 may well belong to the estimate 
of Themistocles. ‘The doubtful ¢ can be «. E]\yow suggests that the corresponding 
passage in Diodorus is xi. 59. 2-3 dar’ edxeipwroy yevérOat Tois "ENAnot. Sudeep drav 7d péyebos 


) 
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rav epyor airod Ocwpowpev xrd., So that Fr. 26 would seem to come immediately above 
Fr. 3 (cf. ll. 18 sqq., n.); but the fibres of the verso do not suggest this, and |Avoa is 
difficult in such a context. The only alternative is w?]yvom, with which reading Bury 
suggests mapa ros EA|\now |... ..- pn wo |xvoae KTA. 

200-2. None of the references to the Athenians in Diod. xi. 55-70 corresponds verbally 
to this passage; but with the restoration | A@qvaious mpoaede |yovro it can well be connected 
with xi. 61. 2 direp cdrou pév tpocedétavro Tods “AOnvatous as pidous dvras, 6 dé Kipav kth. Jvovro 
can, however, be read in place of |xovro. 


213-14. my or gv can be read. For edax[e . . . xopay as a possible reference to 
Xerxes’ presents to Themistocles cf. Thuc. i. 138. 5 tavrns yap Apxe THs xw@pas, Sdvtos 
Baowréws, and Diod. xi. 57. 7 eSwpyoaro 8 aire modes Tpeis .. . Adpakoy 6€ dumeddgurov €xoveay 


xepay woddnv. But the words might come in many other contexts, e.g. Cimon’s distribution 
of land in Thrace to the Athenians; cf. Plut. Czmon 7 rnv 6€ xopav... mapedaxe Tots ’A@nvaiots, 
and Diod. xi. 60. 2 Kai xriotny ’A@nvaiov KaragtHoas KaTeKAnpovxnoe THY Xopay (cf. p. 103). 

218. |der[: cf. Il. 237-9, n. 

219. |pow[: Fr. 32 does not seem to be connected with any of the references to the 
Phoenicians in Diod. xi. 

223. Perhaps | Aéy[vacoe in some form; cf. 1. 201. 

228-30. The mention of the Pelasgians and xa]rapvy|y ? suggests that Fr. 35 refers to 
Scyros and Cimon’s discovery of the bones of Theseus, who took refuge there ; cf. ll. 49- 
Bip. and plo. 

237-9. Cf. p. 99 and Diod. xi. 59. 1-2 (Themistocles) ris yap érepos . . . tais idias 
mpdéeow apeidero THs Srdprys ravtny THY Sdéfav; tiva & GAXov iotophxapey puad mpage momoarra 
dueveykety abrov pev Te iyepdvar, THY Oe médw Tov ‘EdAnvidev médewv, Tos & “EAAnvas tov BapBapor ; 
The fact that éav was either actually or approximately the end of a sentence, as is shown by 
the paragraphus, renders the connexion of that passage with Fr. 38 very probable. Bury 
suggests 60]|fav [ris de Ta Kowa ex|rev| os mpatrav puai| mpagier... It is tempting also to 
connect with this fragment Fr. 32, where EAAny|Sov can be restored in 1. 218, and 
Fr. 39, where rodt\y ray EA\Andov is possible in 1. 241; but the other lines in those two 
fragments do not harmonize easily with either that context or each other. 

241-2. Cf. the previous n. There is a slight blank space between o and ay in |. 242, 
which, however, is not fatal to Ev8]ovay, and with rev EA|[Anvey in |. 241 there might possibly 
be a reference to the expedition of Cimon against Carystus in Euboea (Thuc. i. 98. 3; 
cf. pp. 100-1), which was presumably mentioned by Ephorus. 

246-8. There is a possible connexion with Diod. xi. 65. 4 @dav & otk vray cuppayor 
épnuia TOV emtkoupovvT@Y KATA KpaTos jrwoay (sc. the Myceneans), or better with xi. 56. 7 
kopicew Tavtny emt amnvns Kexpuppéerny Kat TOY amavT@vTeY pynd€va ToAUTpaypyoveiV pnde Kat oyu 
dmavtjoa th ayouéevyn (Lysithides’ device for the introduction of Themistocles to Xerxes; 
cf. p. 99); but if so, Diodorus’ version is longer. 

252-4. Possibly cvvrallEals de Apyedapos o| | Bal ovdevs ros ageg ||rr| Koo : ef, Diod. xi, 63.7 
rovroy tov tpdmov of mepireupbevtes er@Onoay, ods avvtdgas 6 Bacirteds ’ApxiSayos mapeckevacero 
modepeiv Tos adeotyxdor. But between Il. 253 and 254 is a spot of ink which, if not 
accidental, may belong to a paragraphus, implying a change of sentence, and yj can be 
read for 77]. 

255. EVEPYETELY, evepyeTns, and evepyeota occur several times in Diod. se but the rest of 
Fr. 44 does not suit the context of any of those passages. 

257. \aovy[: perhaps Jas um[o. 

2647-9. Fr. 48 exactly suits Diod. xi. 62. 3 va |vs €A| ov ev medaryet | avd| pov mAnGovcas pely[a, 
from the metrical inscription concerning Cimon’s victories, which is in any case probably 
quoted from Ephorus ; cf. ll. 62-76, n. But the fragment is too small to be identified with 
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certainty, and in ]. 269 = can be read in place of y. Another possible parallel is xi. 54. 4 
Haveavias per kpivas mpodiddvar rods “ENAnvas ednooe thy idiav éntBodry Gepuorokhei Kal mapexddrece. 
tolus EN[Anvas thy clay 8{n\@oas would account for Il. 267-8, and }[ (or |n[) might belong to 
emtBoAnv Or a Synonym for it, or to m| apexadece, 

282-4. Fr. 53 is to be combined with Frs. 9 + ro. i, though not actually joining them, 
and belongs to ll. 67-9; cf. ll. 66-9,n. The fibres on the verso harmonize excellently with 
those of Fr. ro, and the vestiges in 1. 284 can be the top of ma(paray| Ae. jas). 


1611. EXTRACTS FROM A WoRK ON LITERARY CRITICISM. 
Frit 18-6 26-5 em. | Early third century. 


These seventy fragments of a work on literary criticism, evidently composed 
by a grammarian, were found with 1610, &c. The largest piece, Fr. 1, contains 
after a few letters from the ends of lines four nearly complete columns, while the 
other pieces are much smaller; about 130 lines in all are complete or can be 
restored. Various literary topics, which have no apparent connexion with each 
other, are discussed, being illustrated by frequent quotations from lost or (in 
two cases) extant works—a circumstance which lends the papyrus considerable 
interest. The two sections of which the beginnings are preserved (Il. 38 and 101) 
both commence with ér1, so that probably the text is a series of extracts from 
a longer work. 

In Fr. 1 Il. 28-37 give the conclusion of a discussion of a contest of come- 
dies and of the number of the judges. There is perhaps a contrast drawn 
between the practice of the writer’s own day and that of earlier times, and 
the Bacchae of Lysippus and TAotro of Cratinus are cited as authorities for 
a number (apparently that of the xpirat) being five; but the context is obscure 
in several points; cf. ll. 30, 35, nn. 

The next section (ll. 38-100), which is practically complete, is mainly 
concerned with Caeneus, the mythical king of the Lapithae, who was first a 
woman, but was changed into a man by Poseidon, and rendered invulnerable, 
then incurred the enmity of Zeus by making his subjects worship his spear 
instead of the gods, and was ultimately buried alive by the Centaurs. The explana- 
tion of Caeneus’ spear, which became proverbial, is given in connexion with 
a reference to it in Book ii of Theophrastus’ Tep! Sactdelas (ll. 38-46), the 
whole story of Caeneus being related in an extract from Acusilaus of Argos, 
an early writer on mythology who was probably older than Herodotus (ll. 55-83). 
Since the thirty-one extant fragments of Acusilaus (FHG. i. TO00-3) contain 
hardly any professed quotations of his actual words, the papyrus for the first 
time affords an opportunity of estimating the character of that author’s toTopla 
or yeveadoyia. The dialect proves to be in.the main Ionic, as had generally 
been surmised, although no trace of it has been preserved in the extant 
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fragments; and the style is decidedly primitive. A Doric form of the aorist 
infinitive, rexév, is found in 1. 59, and a curious expression, padvora XpnPaTov, 
occurs in ll. 67-8. The influence of Acusilaus’ version of the Caeneus legend is 
now traceable in scholia on Homer and Apollonius Rhodius, which may 
have derived their knowledge of the passage through our author; cf. 1. 56, n. 
A rather naive remark of the ancient logographer, that it was not ‘epéy for 
gods to bear children by mortals, leads our author first to the citation of 
two lines from the ’AAkyéwr 6 bia KopivOov of Euripides, spoken by Apollo, 
which illustrated this subject, and later to a short discussion of it, the last four 
lines being fragmentary (ll. 85-100). 

In the third section (ll. 101-20) the first four lines are fragmentary, the 
ends of lines are missing throughout, and the conclusion is not reached, 
so that the reconstruction is somewhat difficult. The subject is the various 
persons called Thucydides, of whom three are distinguished, the politician (son 
of Melesias and father of Stephanus), the historian (son of Olorus), and the 
Pharsalian, as in Marcellinus’ life of the historian. Polemon’s treatise Hepi axpo- 
aédews, Which is known from Marcellinus to have discussed the second and third 
Thucydides, is here mentioned with reference to the first, apparently as the 
authority for a statement based on epigraphic evidence that he was the father 
of Stephanus, which is to be connected with an extant quotation from another 
work of Polemon (ll. tor-11, n.). In confirmation of the paternity of Stephanus, 
which seems to have been disputed, a passage from the Meno of Plato is quoted, 
and Fr. 1 breaks off where the writer was about to add fresh evidence on the 
point from a lost comedy, the /apetus of Hermippus. 

The order of the smaller fragments is quite uncertain except in a few 
instances. Fr. 2.i is concerned with a Bépe.os imzos, two lines from the beginning 
of the Omphale of Ion being quoted as an illustration (Il. 121-7), but how the 
subject was introduced does not appear. The difficulty, whatever it was, is 
stated to have been solved by Mnaseas of Patara in his work Ilep! ypnoudév 
(ll. 128-30). Fr. 4 is concerned with a female character in epic poetry (Penthe- 
silea?), part of a hexameter line referring to her being cited (Il. 146-7), besides 
two mentions of her by authors whose names are imperfectly preserved, one of 
them being perhaps Arctinus, who wrote the Aethiopis (ll. 148-52). Frs. 5, 6, 
and 43 are to be combined, as appears partly from external evidence, partly 
from the resulting satisfactory restoration of ll. 160-4. The main subject of 
this section, of which the beginning and end are not preserved, is the authorship 
of a celebrated ancient ode to Pallas. The first three words of this ode TaAAdda 
mepsémoAw Seay were quoted by Aristophanes in 1. 967 of the Clouds, and from 
the extant rather confused scholia on that passage and another in Aristides it is 
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known that according to Eratosthenes Phrynichus (i.e. the comic poet) attributed 
the authorship of the ode to Lamprocles, an early Athenian dithyrambic poet, 
while others assigned the ode to Stesichorus. Our author, who refers to an in- 
conclusive discussion of the claims of Lamprocles and Stesichorus by Chamaeleon 
(a disciple of Aristotle), and possibly, but by no means certainly, mentions Erato- 
sthenes (Il. 158-9, n.), also adduces the evidence of Phrynichus in favour of 
Lamprocles as the author, and quotes the passage in Aristophanes (Il. 160-76). 

Little can be made of the remaining fragments. There is probably a 
reference in Fr. 8. ii to Hellanicus on Kriceis (ll. 212-14, n.); but the context is 
obscure. Fr. 9, which is more considerable, relates to a person with a name 
beginning with probably A or A and ending in -dnuos (e.g. Aristodemus), who, 
after adventures in which the Naxians and Thracians were apparently concerned, 
was carried off and put to death after a trial by the Parians (ll. 218-28). The 
Orestes of Theodectes (?) is quoted in Fr. 17, and apparently a play of Lysippus 
in Fr. 21, while Fr. 16 perhaps has another reference to the Omphale of Ion, and 
Fr. 14 possibly mentions Simonides. Other proper names which occur are Acon| 
(1. 247, n.), Lycia or the Lycians (1. 251), Odysseus (1. 272, perhaps in connexion 
with his descent to Hades), and Ptolemaeus (possibly Ptol. Philopator or Phila- 
delphus; ll. 369-70, n.). The names of the grammarians Aristarchus and 
Didymus can be restored in Il. 231 and 283 respectively, but in neither place 
with any confidence. That Frs. 31-2, 42, 44-5, 63-5, and 68 belong to 1611 
is not at all certain. All the fragments belong to the middles of columns, except 
Fr. 1 and where it is otherwise stated. 

The handwriting is a small neat uncial closely resembling that of 1012, a 
treatise on literary composition, written soon after A.D. 205 (Part vii, Plate iv). 
1611 also probably belongs to the first two or three decades of the third century, 
and is approximately contemporary with 1610, of which the script is similar, but 
larger. The columns are short, consisting of 24 or 25 lines of 14-20 letters, 
generally about 17. The end of a section is marked in 1]. 37 by a coronis, which 
is employed after 1. 115 and probably 1. 138 to divide a quotation from the main 
text. Paragraphi also occur after I]. 90 (where it is misplaced), 165, 214, and 231 
to indicate quotations. Strokes against the margin of ll. 83-4 call attention to 
the recommencement of the author’s commentary at the end of the extract from 
Acusilaus, of which the beginning is distinguished by the sign x (5 0,2n.) eee Die 
obelus against 1. 116 apparently also indicates a quotation, and the two flourishes 
after 1]. 138 seem to be merely supplementary to the neighbouring coronis. High 
stops were used, but not at all regularly; one doubtful instance of a stop in the 
middle position occurs in 1. 442. Occasional marks of elision and quantity and 
accents are found in the poetical quotations (Il. 91 and 127), and there are some 
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diaereses over t and v. An abbreviation, «’ for kai, is used in 1. 216. Iota 
adscript was not infrequently omitted by the first hand, but when ignored was 
inserted by a contemporary corrector, who might even be the same scribe. The 
insertion, however, of two words omitted in 1. 59 and similar additions of omitted 
letters in Il. 281, 338, and 350 all seem to be in a second hand, especially the 
cursively written « above 1, 281; in ll. 169 and 223 the alterations are most 
probably due to the first hand. The revision of the papyrus was in any case 
not very thorough, and several small mistakes remain uncorrected, ll. 45 o for ov, 
46 aégvoyv for afiwy, 57 Mocidev for Hocedewr, 61 avroy for avrnv, 80 opeov for opOuor, 
84 7 for ro, 91 an’ for amo, 107 the apparent omission of kaAov after KolaAeuov, 127 
atverat for averat, 222 peOtxav for pednxav: cf. also ll. 123, 146, and 172-3, nn. 
The date of the papyrus itself excludes a later period than about the middle 
of the second century for the composition of the work from which 1611 was 
excerpted. On the other hand a date not earlier than 200 B.C. is indicated by 
the references to (1) Polemon, who was a Delphic zpdégevos in 177-6 B.C. 
(Susemihl, Gesch. d. Alex. Lit. i. 6671), and according to Suidas a contem- 
porary of Ptolemy Epiphanes (204-181 B.C.), and (2) Mnaseas, who according 
to an ambiguously worded statement of Suidas was a pupil of Eratosthenes. 
The striking resemblance between the discussion of the authorship of the ode 
to Pallas in 1611 and the views attributed to Eratosthenes by the scholia on 
Aristophanes’ Clouds 967 (cf. pp. 128-9 and ll. 162—5, n.) at first sight suggests that 
the papyrus may consist of extracts from Eratosthenes’ clebrated work [epi 
dpxatas kwpwdias. The first of the three sections in Fr. I seems to be concerned 
with the Old Comedy; the second, about Caeneus, deals with a subject which 
was the basis of plays by two writers of the Middle Comedy, Antiphanes 
and Araros, and may well have been utilized earlier, while the third, about 
Thucydides, leads up to a quotation from Hermippus. The two statements 
attributed to Asclepiades of Myrlea by Suidas that Polemon (1) synchronized 
with Aristophanes of Byzantium (the successor of Eratosthenes as librarian at 
Alexandria ; cf. p. 131) and (2) was the disciple of Panaetius (about 180-110 B.C.) 
are scarcely consistent with each other, and the second has usually been regarded 
as corrupt; cf. Susemihl, i. 66614%. Since Eratosthenes according to Suidas 
was born in 276-2 B.C. and died at the age of eighty in the reign of Ptolemy 
Epiphanes, it is possible that his Tlepi dpyatas kwpmdfas quoted Polemon’s earlier 
works. The suggestion of Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 360), that the 
treatise on Comedy was written in the early part of Eratosthenes’ life before 
he left Athens for Alexandria, is not based on any evidence, and Theophrastus, 
a writer utilized in it (cf. Strecker, De Lycophrone, Euphronio, Eratosthene, &c., 
Fr. 75), is also quoted in 1611 (1. 38). Polemon, who joined the Pergamene 
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school, wrote a treatise against Eratosthenes (Susemihl, i, 670153) Tlept rijs 
"AOnvynow ’Epatocbévous emdyplas, denying (probably ironically) that Eratosthenes 
had ever been at Athens, and two of the six extant fragments of that treatise 
(Frs. 47-8, FHG. iii. 130) apparently refer to statements in the Tep! apxatas 
k@poodtas, which was therefore earlier than Polemon’s attack on Eratosthenes. 
It is, however, not quite clear that Polemon is mentioned in 1611 with approval 
(cf. ll. ro1-11, n.), and the controversy between him and Eratosthenes may have 
been begun by the latter. As regards Mnaseas, whose date mainly depends on 
that of Eratosthenes, the fact that he is quoted with approval in 1611 (1. 128) 
is not inconsistent with the hypothesis that he was the author's own pupil ; 
but it is not quite certain whether Suidas meant to call Mnaseas the pupil of 
Eratosthenes or of Aristarchus. The latter interpretation, which would of course 
be fatal to the view that 1611 was the work of Eratosthenes, is rejected by 
Susemihl, i. 6792, The date of Eratosthenes’ death (196-4 B.C.), which is accepted 
by Susemihl mainly on the evidence of Suidas, thus leaves a narrow margin of 
time available to which the ep) dpy. kop. Could be assigned on the assumption 
that 1611 belongs to that work; but most of this margin tends to disappear, 
if with Knaack (Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. vi. 359) Strabo’s statement that 
Eratosthenes was the pupil of Zeno of Citium be accepted ; for Eratosthenes’ 
birth and death must then be put back about ten years earlier than Suidas’ dates. 
1241, which settles the order of the Alexandrian librarians from Apollonius 
RKhodius to Cydas and rectifies some errors of Suidas, is apt to be mistaken 
or corrupt in its chronological references to the Ptolemies with whom the 
librarians were associated. But the position assigned to Eratosthenes, next 
after Apollonius Rhodius and before Aristophanes of Byzantium, whose suc- 
cessors were (omitting kal “Apiorapxos in 1241. ii, 8 as an interpolation) Apollonius 
the <idoypapos and Aristarchus of Samothrace, suggests that Eratosthenes’ literary 
activity hardly continued as late as the reign of Epiphanes, and if the corrupt 
Piromdropos in 1241. ii. 15 is corrected to ’Emipdvovs instead of DirAounropos, as is 
possible, Eratosthenes’ period of office at Alexandria must have ended soon 
after the accession of Philopator in 222-1 B.c. Hence, though the difficulty 
caused by the mention of Mnaseas can be got over, that caused by the reference 
to Polemon [lepi dxpowéAews is a much more serious and probably insuperable 
obstacle to the attribution of 1611 to Eratosthenes Tlept dpyatas kapmdias. More- 
over it is possible that the scholium on Aristophanes which gives Lamprocles’ 
version of the ode to Pallas is nearer to Eratosthenes’ actual words than are the 
other scholia, which agree with 1611 in quoting Phrynichus’ version (cf. ll. 162- 
5, n.), and the ode to Pallas was evidently the subject of much discussion. 
Lastly, in 1611 the sections about Caeneus and Thucydides are not, so far 
VS 
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as can be judged, specially concerned with Old Comedy, so. that a later author 
than Eratosthenes is distinctly more probable. Eratosthenes may even have been 
referred to by name in the discussion of the ode to Pallas (Il. 158-9, n.), and he is 
in any case likely to have been the main source of that section of the papyrus. 
The hypothesis of the Eratosthenean authorship of the section concerning 
the ode to Pallas might be combined with the attribution of other sections 
to different grammarians; but though it is not certain that the various extracts 
are all from the same work, there is more to be said in favour of the view that 
they come from one of the mzscellanies (otypuxta), which were composed by several 
grammarians of the Alexandrine and Roman periods. Of these miscellanies the 
earliest known is by Callistratus the pupil of Aristophanes of Byzantium and 
composer also of a work [pds tas Oerjoets (sc. of Aristarchus) and commentaries 
on Cratinus and Aristophanes; cf. Athen. iii. 125 c-d, where the 7th book is 
quoted, R. Schmidt, De Callistrato Aristophaneo, and Susemihl, 1. 450. Another 
composer of miscellanies was Herodicus 6 Kpar7retos, who is chiefly known from 
quotations in Athenaeus from his three works, [Ipés tov PiAccwxpatny, Sppixra 
imouvipata (Athen. viii. 340), and Koy@dovuevor (in at least six books). His 
date is disputed: Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. viii. 974, assigns him 
to the first century B.C. That the celebrated Didymus, who died in the reign of 
Augustus, wrote Svypixra is attested by the Ezym. Gud. 124. 2, where it is 
stated that Alexion (a first-century grammarian of Alexandria) made an epitome 
of them. The Svppuxra are generally identified with the Svpmrocraxa of Didymus, 
which were also of a miscellaneous character; cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, 
Realenc. v. 470. Suidas’, list of the works of Seleucus, the Homeric critic, who 
lived in the time of Tiberius (Gudeman, /.c.), ends cal dAAa ovppixta, and Seleucus 
éy Suppixtois is cited by Schol. Apoll. Rhod. ii. 1055. Pamphila, who lived 
in the reign of Nero, wrote according to Photius (Cod. 175) thirty-three books 
oupplktroy totopikOv tTopuvnudtwy Adyo., Which were largely used by Aulus Gellius 
and Diogenes Laertius. 1611 may well belong to one of these five writers of 
miscellanies ; but Didymus has the strongest claim to be regarded as the author, 
since in his case the existence of an epitome is also attested. In the absence 
of any clear reference to grammarians later than the second century B.C. 
Callistratus is more suitable as the composer than Herodicus, Seleucus, or 
Pamphilus, and 1611 seems to be somewhat earlier than 1012, which mentions 
both Didymus and Caecilius Calactinus, and was not composed before A.D. 50. 
Dionysius 6 povo.xds, who is known to have discussed the authorship of the ode 
to Pallas (cf. ll. 162-5, n.) and lived in the time of Hadrian, is not at all likely 
to be the author of 1611, for his known works are all concerned with povocky 
in some form or (if he was identical with Aelius Dionysius) lexicography, and 
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the Caeneus and Thucydides sections are not at all appropriate to him. Rufus, 
.who is coupled with Dionysius (cf. Il. 162-5, n.) and is thought to have 
epitomized his Movovxi) toropla (cf. Cohn in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. v. 986), 
is, apart from other considerations, unsuitable on account of his date, which 
is probably third century or later. 

We are indebted to Mr. T. W. Allen for several suggestions in the recon- 
struction of this papyrus. 


Bee 
Col. i. Colin Col. iii. 
5 lines 3 lines lost [7]tpwr Kabanlep ot mio 
lost (Gee IAC (ere ohecetyc Si 50 [AAole Baowrers [eradn ?] | ov 
(orcs £20 Tlie eens lau [yap] edvvaro m[pos ?] | rns 
jo 30 [...Jov vuy a. cepa. [vr A]xovoidaov [Tov] | Ap 


pas dv ovras TeTTa 


yelou KaTradleyopuerns| 


prov pla|s Kae Tous Kpitas dn laToplas amoAvaalt 
ice @ Aov ovTws TeTTApA 55 Aeyer yap wept Kawea [ 
10 |o Kovra Avoinmiols & ev x ovrws Kawnt de rn 
Jee 35 Bakyas € opoiws de Edarov pucyerat Toot 
Jats kat Kpartivos ev IIXov Owy emreita ov yap nv 
12 lines Tos AEvyet TeKeV OUT 
ite aoe Os auros sepov matdas |[r]] ef « 


40 


45 


[olre to mapa Ocodpacrar 
Aelyoluevov ev Tar dev 
Tepor ITept Bacideras 
mept Tov Katvews do 
parTos TovTo Kal ovTos 
eoTly ws adnOws o Tar 
oknmTpat Bactrevov 

o(v) Tot dopatt Kabamep 
o Kawevs agiov yap 
[kpalrey o Katvevs Tar 


[Soplare aAA ovyl ToL TKN 


59. Te Of texey corr. from ou. 


60 KeLvov out €€ adAov ov 
Oevos moet avrov IIo 


a¢tldewv avdpa atpo 


[To]y waxuy exovTa [pe}yt 
[ol7[q|v tov avOperev 
65 Twv TOTE Kal OTE TIS av 
TOV KEVTOLN oLOnpar 
2 XaAK@r nALTKETO [La 
ALOTa YXpHnpatoy Kal 
ylyverat Baoidrevs ov 
70 Tos Aamiewy Kat Tos 
Kevravpois mohepuee 


OKE €TELTA OTHNOAS AkKov 


72. t of emecra added later. 


134 
Cols 1v. 


[Tioy ev ayopat Tourer ?| 
[kedever Overy ? Oeor| 
UO MOU 1) Ere ei try Kat ? 
Zevs tOwy avtiov talvTa 

TolouvTa amrelhel Kal 

edoppar tous Kevtavpous 

KAKELVOL aUTOV KaTa 

80 KOmTOVOLY OpEloY KaTa 
yns Kat av@dey meTpny 
emiTiOetoly Ona KaL 
pamodvnicker TovT €[a|rLy 
7,YApP lows TL Tat dopatt ap 

85 xew Tov Katvea duva 
Tat de Ola TovTov Kat TO 
map Evpimdn ev Adkpe 
av. tar dra K{olpivOov 
Aeyopevoy vio Oeou 

go Kay@ pev aTeEKVOS eye 

“younv Kewns am> AX 

kmewve & erexe Ordv 

pa Texva tapOevos 

eav TIS (nTn Tas 7 

tov Oeov pei€is ayovos 


eoTivy Ola TOV TpOKEL 


84. 


Fr. 2 (tops of cols. ?). 


Coli. 
[..] 0 ev tye Iavols Ondla 
An KaT apxny A€EyopeE 
[vlos Hpaxdeous Bopecos 
[um|mos ovTws opwy pev 
125 [non ITedomos efedAav 
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Col, wv. 


100 


OTL OVX |. eens ba tees 
6n.[.... Kat? ITodeuov 
ev Two. | > Ilepi axpotro 

105 GVGYPAG|.. «s,m 

tov Mednaiov [voy dre 

g~avov de tov Koladepou (Kkadov) 
pevov trarepa [ovrou ? 

de Tov cuvyypadgiea pev 

110 =©gaciv Oropov viloy tpi? 
tov O€ toy Papaladtoy 
Tept pev ovy Tov [Tov Xre 
gavov tatpos kat Ilda 
Tov dnow ev tlot Me 


115 


vove outws [ott Oov 


— kudidns dvo [vers €bpe 
Wwev MedAnoaly kar re 
gavov: tovtouls emadev 
gev’ kat Eppin[mos o moe 

120 8 ntns ev Lame[rau Neyer 


k Of aAkpewve COIT. 


Fre 
Colm: 135 ny 
73a ov Tar| 
Tou[ o de Bal 
Toto . [ ZT HEyarl 
peal as Trev Oe 


IGik 


vo|uev Epun Bopeov 


ur |rov: aiverat © odos 
dtad|ekuke 0 avto Mva 
geas o?]| Ilaraplevs ely ral] 


[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
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140 70s 7oT| 
Oapoet mr 
os ep 
0 eel 


130 [ITepe y|pnopoly...... 
Brea. Frs. 5+ 43. 
Cole i Col. ii eee 
ed BuO ls alt Leta tee tee: es Kal ? 155 ot) 
gu yuvat Tivos evyyov[os ad| 
evx[elat ervar kar Tha € agi 
éns kat ws exTiOe7[ar Ap bal 
[kTt 2]vos oAoy au7n[s vnoe 
144 | 150 [Tov] Oavarov Kat o [.. 160 tats Pipvi[exos..... 
[.. .]Ons de roy pi. . agnyoluluevios..... 
Sie Ge) aS) Sie ITa{d]Aa [da] meploemohuy 
yf 162a [KAni¢jo mlodreuado 
ino: Fr. 7. 
Cols Cole, |. 
[koly ayvav maida Ac eee) eu 
[os] peyadou dlapacur Tos | 195 Jos mup 
165 Tov ovT@ mapalmoter ? ToT |errovo 
— Stamopovar yap ou[k o 180 apdl oly povoy 
Aryot mle]pe Tlov]rav Ka Kols [ |noev ad 
[Olamep Xapaiewv to mal Aa car J. [Eller 
Tepov mote STH oL|xopou AaBl 209 \uBov 
170 €o7TlV ‘ Aapmpokne ooo [ Jovocs 
folus x azz] Jeol] tov Ppvy{t 185 yxe7| jre yun 
xou Aap|rpoxra palOn(rn) ? Eup . | ]. €o7[. 
Midwvos ?| mpoovepsov Lats @lore P nol. 
etvat Tov [ 205 |rey|. 


175 [O€? mapamljoe Aeyov 
ITaddada| a[elpocla 


end of col. 


[ 
[ 
[ros Kai? Alptoropavns 
[de 
[ [wJo\(Acv) 


190 


169. v Of 3rn|ov|xopou corr. from s. 


ptopov . | 
et ye Kae [ 
Kat ev] 

7. Jeel 


end of col. 
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Fr. 8. 519; 
Col. i. Col. ii. adrl 
[. . .Jev[ INGEROLT asyond 6 op 8 ev ? pe 
el ears A 2ES POLY IO, Pangea eyes 
210 xepe . [ ta Tov Opalkov..... 
ToL ovp| peOikav altroKkopica ? 
Bior ase. 5% EdAau t 5 a . 
kos 6 ev [rats EOvav ? (aleve sI Sane ee has 
aera npov ets tnv II{apov : 
ar ewte Ten 225 TLWVYTO TEpL TOUT|wY 
ech yates are ot ITaptot kar ets di[ka 
ve a6 eh oTnploy Eloayayor| Tes 
J amTEKTELVAY? K[al?.. 
faeetenntatye % \ns 0 ev [ 
Er. Toy Bre oi Froi2. 
Dee) me i Pe tnt the ei ae © [. .]rev[ 
OF tget We 2 I Bee Jey«n[ 250 plous of 
Sev ¢ 7 | Sanh er ao Tap ?loipliol.... Avkif 
Siwy ex[ Aree te ib acne Teo} 
ploly Kae x 245 ..|apts egyaroil.... po 
235 Tv epullpav ‘ Jrovons noovals n? yt.| 
ov gevoy [ ary ?\ndovas o de Acon{ 255 ptarl 
Taparpl . -|t [ol7parevoe mrep{e . cK. [ 
pa e&nui end of col. [oj . [ 
yap ™nv..[ ov? 
240 K av eumey [ 
Les Tk Berta. Fry 35. Fr. 16. 
rel We raypl 270 peado| 275 noo 
]xoo pl 265 mlpwroy [ ] Ardov vf gn Pjoe de [mepz ? 
260 jy add. [ Jav AaBo[ Odlvacevs . | Ins Tov [ 
Joe neepl Jovro a. [ |rnoe . [ nv re 
lov zroz| Jovtdov[ Jos: Kal je7[ 
ro tov [ ov[ 


Jo[-Jn . [ 


end of col. 


161) WORK ON LITERARY CRITICISM 137 


levee ot Piaelas 1 Ge Ere2o: 
280 [Ocodex ?]r[n]s 3 ev Opeornf JOvou{ lyre Jgsoe . [ 
i ; 285 |repol ] KaO ny Jour{ 
[wepeP.. .Jarias now Were oe es Ng 
|. Onv vmo . ; : 
8 é k| lapas TS [ 295 ] ae 
WEI ue end of col. end of col. Jou 
Frs, 21 +22, Pre2e. Prva, 
hiffelk ln mpe leak Jararl 
Js de 305 etAn 310 val Jatoo[ 
|o | mup al key 
300 Jeu kos \erf }- wl 
Ajvoir \ra Jor[ 320° lex [ 
Tos ev—] ovtas end of col. ? Jor \keanl 
\vrpl. 315 Joz[ 
Bras. Pre 20. Eimer Bre 25. 
[.. .] vad Jas en| lee tal 
[. . .Jerpor | Jov7[ eee Ae 
Tavoy Kat ui 1B kof ical von (LT - 
340 jrov y.. 
325 7 eyxn[ 330 Jo yap.[ 335 Jn Oof a as Gs 
ev Tos [| ] . ovr |rper[ ee en 
end of col. end of col. |ucal 
Pi 29. Fr.230, Ee Bhi les Oh, 
]. ced top of col. é ” oT Jaio[ 
Irpo « [ 346 ] smmoX Se mea 355 ] - opi 
Jod[ ao a7| Te Jarako[ 
or[ 
345 |v x[ ley e]mtx « [ 
jy ra 
Jeol 
Les ey Li dy Bye Era Ns Liss 
leet 1 top of col. Jews Of 
juadul Joo[ 366 Js ex[ 370 | Irodeplax 
360 ]. anol lore ]. ns 7 loreo| 
Jol 365 |rnf uf 


370. 7 Of IIrod, inserted. 
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Pri37. Fred. F630: Fr. 40. 
a72. € 1) 375 \pal jaupy 381 |deo[ 
7 _ jarl J. wf \popol 
r[ i6( 380 el Jameph 
ir at. Fr. 42: Fr. 43. Fr. 44. 
]. + mpol \y tel yh 396 |v An 
385 ]-[-pe-[ Jeyap ume ger lorof 
vows TO) 390 =~ Jouvoar| |rep| ral 
}-[ }-[ 395 Jon] J--[ 
Fr. 45. Fr. 46. Fro ay Fr, 48. Fr. 409. 
4oo ]ro ep ww sakst Wet auras 
val jv adl Joval 410 |n7pe. | Jee 
aoe || 405 jav[ jof-] . [ end of col. les 
Fr, 50. Bi oi. Fr. 52 Hr. 53: 
J. rel 416.800 438 E@ zo MEL 
415, lave Javul Jor To Aol ]. TEecwol 
end of col. end of col. end of col. end of col. 
Fro 5. Fro 5: Fr. 56. Brag Fr. 58. 
422 nf pel 426 Jrow | 428 Jop .[ 430 Jed 
If 425 we le red rg 
Fr. 59. ir. 06, Fr. 61, Fr. 62 Fr. 63. 
432 |. madl jug 426 9 ,\2 438 |xi 440 |. Tot. | 
japrel 435 Jo. | Jear Leal }-[ 
iin 004. lig. 65. Fr. 66. PY,67. Fr. 68. 
442 var of 443 ].- Eel 444 oor 445 ]- of yy maz| 
end of col. end of col. |xa 450 |pory| 
Jexal ecAl 
Javal 
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5 a con ty» a ° 
20-37. Js Tien ye « Jae[.. 3 . |ov vuv o , Epa , ‘nas bv’ ovras rérrap|als kai Tovs Kpiras’, OjAov ovTas , 
/ 2 > ca 
TeTTapakovTa, Avourn|o|s & év Bakyas €’, dpolws dé kat Kparivos ey Ilovrois éyet. 


‘ 


... “us being two, and the judges four”, thus evidently forty; but Lysippus in the 
Bacchae says that they were five, and so does Cratinus in the HAodrou. 


oO \ BY ‘ : > - \ a 
AIO [s}re TO mapa Ccoppacra Ae 6 |nevor ev t@ Oevtépw THept Bacideias rept Tov Kawéws 
Po c Wee ems) € > a a , a ? 
ddparos Tovto" ‘kal odrds eatw os adnOds 6 T® oKYTTPH Bacirevor, of) T@ Odpart kabarep 6 Kavevs. 
> La A a c ‘ lel > lol cr 
a&u(op yap [xpa |reiy 6 Kawedls to [Sdp are, adn’ odxt Te oKr| mrp kaban|ep ot m Jol AXo]i Bacueis, 
> aN e ? > \ by) Y AS col e a ® / ~ > , fd t , 
eopadn’ ?| ov |yap| edvvaro a pos t| ras [bm >A |kovorddou [rod] Apyetou karan eyouerns] ioropias 
> i , \ \ , +” : PS im » 
droddaa|t|, Ayer yap mept Kawéa obras’ ‘ Kawy d€ 7 "Eddrou pioyerar Tooed(é)or. erecta, 
> * > ~ “ > 2 » Lo! A 
ov yap jv avrots iepov maidas rexév ovr’ €& exelvov obs’ €& dddov oddevds, motel avr(y)y Tooe[s|S€wv 
» 4 [ > N + UG a > a eo lps 
dvSpa drpe roly, ioxvv €yovra [pe |yéLo |r| nv Tov avOporwy rav TéTe, Kal bre TIs avToV KevTOLn GLdNPa 
a a , , , \ ’ = , a 
7) XaAK@, NAloKeTo pddiota ypyudtwr. Kal ylyverat Bacidreds obros AamiOéwv Kal Tois Kevravpots 
, oY , lal r > 
Todepcerke, erecta oTHoAS aKby| Tiov ev ayopa ToUT@ Keever Ovew ? Gecoilou 8 ovk fe. [......, Kai? ] 
‘ > > ~ - cal a wn 
Zeis idev adr| dv tal0ra movivra deer Kai epoppa rods Kevravpous, kakeivor avtov Kkatrakdénrovow 
cla -~ cr -~ Aa as - 
dp( O\.ov Kata ys kal dv@bey mérpyy emitiOciow ona Kat dmobvncKe.. Torr ~ alr yap tows (0) ro 
rg la , , e) a 
Odpate dpxew Tov Kawea, Stvatar S€ dia rovrou Kab rd map Evpimidn évAdkuéore tO Sia K[ 0 |pinBov 
Aeyopevoy wd Geod 
(de Sine Ce > , , > 
Kaya pev drekvos eyevouny keivns an(o), 
y+ , , 
"AAkpéore © erexe Sidupa réxva mapbEvos. 

€dy Tis (nth TOs 7) TOU Ocod peiéis dyovds eat, did Tod mpoxet| pevou . 


“That what Theophrastus says in the second book Concerning Kingship about the 
spear of Caeneus is as follows. ‘And this is the king who really rules by his sceptre, not 
by his spear like Caeneus.” For Caeneus claiming to govern by his spear, not by his sceptre 
as is the fashion of most kings, failed, because he had no power, according to the story related 
by Acusilaus the Argive, to release. He describes Caeneus as follows. ‘Caene daughter 
of Elatus was united to Poseidon; afterwards, since it was impious for them to have 
children either by him or by any one else, Poseidon made her an invulnerable man, 
possessing the greatest strength of any person then living, and when any one stabbed him 
with iron or bronze, he was conquered most certainly of all. So Caeneus became king of 
the Lapithae, and waged war with the Centaurs. Afterwards he set up his javelin in the 
market-place and bade people sacrifice to it. But this was not (pleasing ?) to the gods, and 
Zeus seeing him doing this, threatened him and stirred up the Centaurs against him; and 
they cut him down upright below the ground, and put a mass of rock above as a tomb; so 
he died.” That is apparently what is meant by Caeneus ruling by a spear, and it also 
explains what is said by the god in Euripides’ ’AAkpéwv 6 da KopivOov “ And I was without 
child by her, but she bare to Alcmaeon twin children, a virgin.” If the inquiry is made 
how union with a god is without offspring, (it is shown) through the aforesaid . . .’ 


IOI—20, dru ovx [ Me sreksuas Whe ees s ters |én ‘ fe a oo Peal Tod éper | ev TO [‘: Ilept axpond |Aews 
a. Bacte-00n ccna ] avaypaq|. Becket ] Tov MeAnaiov | vidv, re |pavou b€ Tov Ko|aA€uov (kadov) |- 
pévou tratépa, | obror 2| b€ rov avyypag| €a per | gaow ’Odépov vil dv, rpi?|rov dé roy dapo| ddtov. | 
mept ev ody rod [rod Sre|pavov marpos xlal WAd|rov yol ev 116 Mélvor ovras’ [‘ dre Gov |xvdidqs 
dvo | veis eOpe |Wev MeAnaial » kal Sré \pavor" routo|s emaidev|oev.’ al "Eppun| mos 6 mou|ntis ép 
"lare| 7 deyer... 


‘That ...and Polemon in the [.] book Concerning the Acropolis do not... Thucydides 


... the son of Melesias and father of Stephanus called the Stupid; but they say that the 
historian was the son of Olorus, and a third was the Pharsalian. With regard to the father 
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of Stephanus Plato also says in the AZeno “ That Thucydides brought up two sons, Melesias 
and Stephanus; these he educated”. And Hermippus the poet in the /apefus says...’ 


121-30. | 6 ev rp "Iwvols aes kat’ apynv deydpel vos ‘Hpaxhéous Bépevos [tr \ros ovTws* 
‘ dpwv pev [7 |5n MléAomos é&eAav| vo |uer, 
‘Epp, Bdpecoy [ir |rov" & fe} verat & 606s.’ 

[Sead JéAvKe & adrd Mval céas 6?] Marapleds |v ro | Mepi x lenopaly ae 


‘,., the northern horse of Heracles mentioned at the beginning of the Omphale of Ion 
thus: “At length from the boundaries of Pelops we drive forth, O Hermes, the northern 
horse, and the road is finished.” Mnaseas of Patara in his work Concerning Oracles has 
solved the difficulty ...’ 


146-52. ‘... kal ?| ov, yovat, Tivos ex) yovos ed'x{€ lau eivat 3” 
kal t/a €|Ejs, Kal ws exriBerlar “Apkti?|vos édov adri[s tov] Odvaroy, kat 6 [... . «lds de Tov 
role] (e+ 2] a6] € [ele el» 

««,, and thou, lady, from whom dost thou boast thy descent?” and so on, and that 
Arctinus relates her death in full, and..... des in the 5th book of...’ 


160-76. |rars ®[pilyfuyos.. ... | ddnyo[v|uerfoc..... |) ‘Ta{A)Aa[da repoérohw Kant |o 
m7 oewaddxo |v dyvay n{ aida Aus] peydrov Slaudour|rov’ ottw mapal motet ?| diaropodox yap ov| Kk 6|Atyoe 
me|pt t| ov |rov, kal O|amep Xapauéav, mitepov Tore Srn[or|xdpou éoTw 7 Aap poxn| éolus, k| air |ep TOU 
[@pur|iyou Aap|rpoxdet pal On(r7) Midevos ?| mpooveuor|ros. Kal? ’Alpirrodvns [d€ ? maparr|otet Ne yor 
: Tah\aéda| me |oce|mo[Auy Sewdy’ 


‘,.. Phrynichus relating ... “ To Pallas destroyer of cities I call, to the sustainer of 
war, the pure, the child of great Zeus, the horsetamer”’ thus introduces(?) it. For not a few, 
like Chamaeleon, are in doubt whether this was formerly written by Stesichorus or by 
Lamprocles, though Phrynichus attributes it to Lamprocles the pupil of Midon (?). Aristo- 
phanes also introduces it saying ‘‘ To Pallas destroyer of cities, the terrible” .. .’ 


2T9Q=20. 4. s NGE|toE? a 0. «ss ev pe|raty| pie ? Se monn tee | Ta TOY Gpal Kav AGS ] 
peO(n kav, a roxopuodp ?Jevor d€ rov "Al prord ?|Sypov eis thy TI[ dpov ?] ATL@vro Treph TovT[ ar | of Iapuot, 
Kal eis &:[ ka |ornprov civayaysv| res | amréxretvay, 


‘,..the Naxians...is a disputed frontier... the Thracians...released him. The 
Parians carried off Aristodemus to Paros and censured him for this, and after bringing him 
to trial put him to death.’ 


23-4. Fr. 26, where in 1. 329 | 8 kp[era can be restored (cf. Il. 31-2), is perhaps to be 
placed at the bottom of Col. i, as Allen suggests. 

29. |s avr: the division of these letters is uncertain. 7 can be read instead of 

30. |ov: ev can equally well be read. All that is visible before v is a spot of ink in 
about the middle of the line. _|av is impossible, and other vowels are improbable. 

€ . epa.: except in pa, only the bottoms of the letters are preserved. ‘The first seems 
to be « or o and {«| may be lost between it and the second, which is rather more like e, 6, ore 
than e.g. y or 4, and does not come below the line as far as r usually does in this hand. The 
third must be ¢, o, or o, and the last can be y, , us|, x, #, v, or m. Cf. the next n. 

nuas: the first person is not found elsewhere in 1611, and nuas dvoyras can hardly be 
right, though possibly the participle is to be corrected to dAvovras or d(tad)vorras: cf. 1. 128 
[dva|AeAvxe, The present active of dvew is very rare outside epic poetry. pa suits the vestiges 
very well; the lacuna between these two broken letters could take [:], but not [ep]. As was 


suggested by Prof. Rostowzew, it is better to divide dv(o) ovras and regard nas .. . xpiras as 
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a quotation from a comedy. The preceding words can also be an iambic line, ending vv 
ge opav. Cf, also ll. ZO nelle 

35- €: for 5 judges at contests of comedies cf. Schol. Ar. Birds 445 €kpwav xkpirat rods 
Ka@pukovs, of dé NauBdvortes Tas € Whpovs edSatpdvovr, Hesych. mévre xpurat* rorodros rots K@pLLKOLS 
expwwov ov pdvov ’AOnvnow adda Kab ep SuxeAia, Zenobius, Cems. iii. 64 ev wévre KptT@v yovvaat ketrau’ 
++. TEVTE KpiTal Tods KopLKOUs Expivoy, Ss pyar *Enlyappos, which is copied by Suidas. The difficulty 
is that 4 judges (I. 32) at contests of comedies are not attested at any period, and 
what ‘ 40’ refers to is very obscure. Apart from the references quoted concerning Comedy, 
the question of the number of judges at dramatic contests and the method of selection is not 
yet very clear; cf. Miller, Lehrd. d. griech. Bihnenalt. 368-42. In Plut. Cimon 8 the ten 
strategi appear as judges in a contest at which Sophocles won the first prize ; but it is generally 
supposed that there were normally g judges for tragedies as well as for comedies, and these 
were in both cases selected by lot from-a larger body of 10, i.e. 1 for each tribe, this body 
of ro having been chosen by lot from a much larger number, of which the size is unknown. 
But it is not satisfactory to identify the ‘40’ with the largest body. The number ‘5’ in 
connexion with contests of comedies might also refer to the contending poets, of whom 5 are 
attested in the time of Aristophanes and in the second century B.c. (cf. Miiller, op. cit. 321), 
and these might be connected with rov ?|s avr in 1. 29 and be contrasted with nas du ovras, 
not with reocapas kav tous xpiras. Owing to the loss of the beginning we are unable 
to suggest a satisfactory explanation of the passage ; but in view of (1) the common use of 
kpirai in Connexion with dramatic contests in particular, and (2) the two references to Old 
Comedy, it remains probable that contests of comedies are in some way meant. Of the 
Bacchae of Lysippus, which seems to have been his most popular play, six fragments are 
known, and of Cratinus’ IWodro: nine, 

38. [o|rv: cf. 1, ror, The papyrus is not broken, but no trace of o is visible ; it has 
more probably been obliterated than omitted by mistake. 1 might be the beginning of 
a section of a work in the style of Aristotle’s Problems, but does not suit rovro in 1. Api 
cf. the next n. 

42. rovro, we think, refers to the following quotation, like ovres in Il. g6 and ee 
There is no marginal indication of the beginning of a quotation here, as there is commonly 
elsewhere (cf.p. 129); but kat ovros is unintelligible as part of our author’s commentary. Where 
the Theophrastus quotation ends is not quite clear. It might stop after Kawevs in |, 46, or 
arohvoa|e in 1. 54, Or amoOynicxe: in ]. 83, where the Acusilaus quotation in any case ends 
and there are strokes in the margin, or even after Kawea in 1. 85. That ll. 85-100 belong 
to Theophrastus is very unlikely, their subject being irrelevant to his treatise. We adopt 
l. 46 as the dividing-point between the Theophrastus quotation and our author’s comment. 
If Theophrastus had quoted the long Acusilaus extract, which is not in itself likely, an 
allusion to the latter wculd rather have been expected at the beginning of the section, and 
below |. 46 a paragraphus or other critical sign may have been lost. 

46. afvov is a mistake for agi». Cf. p. 130. 

49-52. The ends of these lines are on a fragment which was originally separate, but is 
very suitably placed here, though there is no external indication that it belongs to the top 
of a column, aljANo| is inadmissible in ll. 49-50. [pos] rns in 1. g1 is not atall satisfactory 
in the apparent sense of xard with the accusative, but [em] is no improvement, and 
a preposition is required. » andy are the only alternatives to a, {1a being thus excluded 
and plera being also unsatisfactory. 

53. ¢ can equally well be read in place of the r of karad[eyouerys, but kav ad[Nav (with rou 
instead of vm in |. 52) makes |. 53 much shorter than the preceding lines, though not much 
shorter than |. 54 if awoAvoo{« there is right. amodvoeal{aOa is possible as far as the size of the 
lacuna is concerned, but would make |. 54 unusually long. 
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55- Katwvea: or Kawea|s. 

56. x in the margin, marking the beginning of the quotation, probably, as Allen 
suggests, means xp(jats), i.e. ‘passage’; cf. Dion. Hal. De rhet. 4 and Apoll. Dysc. De synt. 
i. 119. It also occurs in Anecd. Oxon. ii. 452. 19 X Apioropdvovs ( = Birds 1180), and in 
the Anecd. Parisinum de notis (Bergk, Zertschr. f. Alter. 1845, 88) along with the obelus, 
which occurs in |. 116 of the papyrus, also apparently to indicate a quotation, for which the 
usual sign in papyri is the diple, e.g. in 405 (Part iii, Plate i). The obelus is explained 
in the Anecd. Paris, in accordance with its usual sense of indicating an error ; of x the writer 
says chi et ro: haec sola vix ad voluntatem untuscuiusque ad aliquid notandum ponitur. 

Kawi: Kawvis, not Kaw, is the feminine form of Kawets elsewhere; cf. Phleg. Fr. 34 
of avrot (sc. Hesiod, Dicaearchus, Clearchus, Callimachus and others) ioropoto. kara ri 
AamOav xopav yervécOa ’EXdta ro Baoidrei Ovyatépa dvopatopévny Kawida’ ravtq d€ Tovedava 
puyevta errayyeihacOa Tmouncew avtny 6 dv eO€An, Thy dé d€i@oae peradAdEat adrny eis dvdpa, moumoat TE 
Grpwrov. rov dé Movedévos kata 7b d&iwbev Tomoarros petovoyacOnvat Kawéa. Ovid, who describes 
at considerable length Caeneus’ death in JZe/am. xii. 172 sqq., also has Caenzs. Acusilaus’ 
work was largely based on Hesiod, and the story of Caeneus may have been derived from 
the poet, though in the extant remains of Hesiod Caeneus is mentioned only in Secu. 179 
among the list of the chiefs of the Lapithae. Homer also has only one mention of him, 
A 264 Kawéa 7 ’E€adidv re xai dvtifeov Todvdnpoy, on which Schol. A remarks 6 Kaweds 
"Eddrou pev jv mais, Aambav b€ Baowreds, mpdtepov Av mapbévos edrpenns, pyevtos S€ abt Noced8avos, 
airnoauern petaBareiy eis dvdpa 7 vedvs &tpwtos ylveTat, yevvardtatos Tay Kab abtov bmdpkas. 
kal On mote mfas GkdvTLOV ev TH pecaTdre@ Tis ayopas Gedy roiro mpocérakev apiOpeiv. dv Ay airiay 
ayavakTnoas 6 Zeds riuwpiay tis doeBeias map adrod eicempdéato. paydpevoy yap airdy rois 
Kevtavpois kal drpwrov dvta tmoxeipioy enoinae Baddvres yap adrov of mpoerpnuévor Spvoi re kal 
eharas fpeav eis yay. péepynrar b€ adrod Kal "AmoANOMOs €v Tois "ApyovavTiKois (i. 59), Aéyou otras" 
Kawea yap 67) mpdcdev eri kdelovow dodo Kevravpourw drécba, bre opéas olos am’ addov rao 
apiotnov of & guradw dppynbevres ov'te puv dyKdivar mpotépw abévov ovre Sai€a, add’ dppyktos 
dkaunros éedvcaro vedbu yains, Oewdpevos ortBapjjot kataiyony édatnow. Eustathius’ comment on 
the verse is very similar 6 dé pidos dice Gtpatov avroy eivai dyot, wAdtT@Y Kal Gri mapbévos 
e’mpemns mote yeydvot, Kat Tlocedevos avry peyevtos, airnoapeéyn avip yeverOar Kai atpwrtos peiva, dv 
#Oerev Ervye. eéyerar dé kai tmepppovncat. adkdyriov yap, paow, ev ayopa péon mas «is dpOdv Gedy 
Tovro mpoceragev apibpeiv. dOev 1) Sixn mowny adirov aoeBeias elomparrouémm merroinxey ind rots 
Kevravpois, ot Spvai re kal éddras els yiv Wpevoav appnkroy kal dxapmrov dvvta bro ynv, Oewdpevov 
oriBapais xatatybny éeddras, Ss pnow ’Amode@mos. Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59 has puéodoyotan 8¢ 
Tov Kawéa mpdrepov yeyovevar yuvaixa, etra TlocetSavos abrh mAnowdoarros petaBrnOqvar eis avdpa. TovTo 
yap TCE Kal drpaciay. Foe dé Kal ’AmdAN@M Kal ewKnOn. obtos &keheve Tos mapidvras duvivat eis 
TO Odpu avrov' evbev 7 mapompsia Td Kawéws Sdpv. tives d€ hace Kawéa ovpmdedoat rois "Apyovavrais, 
od Képavov. 6 O€ "Aro\A@mos Tapa Twddpov eidnde A€yovtos, 6 S€ xXAwpfs EAdtnoL TUTEls @xeTO 
Kawevs oxicas 6p66 modi yav (=Pind. Fr. 167 Schroeder). tovro d€ avt@ crveByn dia TO pyre 
Gvew pyre exerOar trois Ocois, d\Ad TH éavTod SdpaTt. 81d Zeds €fopya att@ tods Kevtauvpous, 
oitives Kata yfv adrév dPodow. Agatharchides’ description (De mard Eryth. 7) is ére Kawea roy 
Aani6nv 16 per am’ adpxns yevécOar mapbevov Kai yuvaixa, HBnoavra Se «ls dvdpa petacriva, ro S 
vorarov eis THY yiv tnd Tov Kevravpwv karaddvat Tais eddrats tumTouevov, 6p0dv re Kat (avta. The 
connexion between some of these passages and the Acusilaus extract is very close, especially 
in the earlier part of Schol. A on A 264 (followed by Eustathius), and the later part of 
Schol. Apoll. Rhod. i. 59, where Acusilaus is either slightly paraphrased or reproduced. 
Evidently Acusilaus was the chief authority for the Caeneus legend, though e. g. the details 
about the request to be made into a man, which are absent in Acusilaus and are elaborated 
in Schol. Luc. -Ga//. 19 somewhat differently, are probably derived from another mytho- 
logist. 
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59. tepov: a diaeresis above . may be lost. Acusilaus’ remark seems very naive in 
the light of the number of legends about children of the gods by mortals; and it is not 
surprising that in ll. 85-100, the union of gods and mortals is further discussed by our 
author with a parallel from Euripides. 

texév: most of the fourth letter has disappeared in a lacuna; but after « is part of 
a stroke which suits the beginning of «, and the end of a horizontal stroke joining the 
middle of » survives, which excludes rexew, the ordinary Ionic form, found e. g. in Hdt. 
vi. 131, but of course with a circumflex accent. rexéew is an altogether impossible reading, 
though parallels for such a form are not wanting in Hdt.; cf. Smyth, Zonic Dialect, § 602. 
rexéev is just possible as a reading, but much less probable than rexév, because (1) the lacuna 
is not large enough for ee with cross-bars as long as that in the « after r, (2) the accent, with 
the reading ce, would really be on the second e, not the first, where it ought to have been 
placed, (3) though the Ionic second aorist infinitive in «iv is ultimately derived from -éev 
(cf. Smyth, Z. c.), that form of the infinitive is not found in either Hdt. or Ionic inscriptions, 
any more than in the MSS. of Homer, so that Acusilaus, though a writer of considerable 
antiquity, is not at all likely to have used the form rexéevy, nor would the corrector of the 
papyrus have been likely to ascribe it to him by error. exév is a Doric form, parallel to 
e€edev, ayayev, &c. (cf. Kiihner-Blass, Gramm. i. 2, p. 58), and, the present extract being the 
sole authority for Acusilaus’ dialect, does not require to be altered to rexeiv, especially since 
Dorisms tend to occur in Ionic, and the corrector has put the right accent on the form, not 
merely omitted «. , 

exewov: i.€. Poseidon, as is clear from e£ addov ovdevos, in spite of the confusion of 
genders in]. 61. Cf. also Plut. Zhes. 20 rexeiv ex Onoéws "Apiddynv Olvoriova. 

61. avrov: |. auTny. 

63. [uelyolr[nly: cf. yervadraros tév xa’ airdy in Schol. A quoted in 1, O,, Te 

66. kevrouy: OF kevrot yn. Herodotus avoids optatives in -« and does not contract -eo 
after a consonant, so that Acusilaus’ usage was in any case not parallel to his. qopoin 
occurs in Homer ¢ 320, mAovroin in Tyrtaeus, cvppaprepoin in Solon, doxoin in Heraclitus, 
while Hippocrates prefers -o1 to -eor. On the other hand Theognis has qvAc?, and ‘ even in 
prose there is ample support for o after consonants as well as after vowels’ (Smyth, of. ccz, 
PUsS3i cis O51). ; 

67-8. padtora xpnuatoy: the lexicons do not afford any parallels for this expression. 

73-4. For the suggested restoration of these lines cf. the scholiasts quoted in 1. 56, n. 

75. The letter following ye can be v. ov 6 ov car € . [ is inadmissible, « being the only 
alternative to 7. No word meaning ‘worshipped’ seems suitable, and Geo:Jou 8 ra. is 
apparently to be connected with what follows rather than with the preceding sentence, so 
that a word meaning ‘pleasing’ would be appropriate (nev [ndv ?). 

80. opeor is evidently a mistake for op6ev, as remarked by Allen; cf. 6p46 modi in the 
Pindar fragment and épéév in Agatharchides, both quoted in |. 56, n. The Ionic form of 
épecov would be ovpesov, and that word is quite inappropriate here. 

84. 7 is for ro. 

85-6. A predicate for dvvarac would be expected in place of da Tovrov, e. g. TovTo 
OT toov. 

87-93. Of Euripides’ ’AAkuéov 6 d:a KopivOov only three fragments are known with 
certainty (Frs. 74, 75, 77 Nauck), but the argument of it is described by Apollodorus iii. 7. 7, 
who calls the children in question (Amphilochus and Tisiphone) waiéas dvo, not twins as in 
]. 92. Their mother (the map6éves of 1. 93) was Manto, daughter of Tiresias, and the Beds 
of |. 89 is evidently Apollo; cf. Apollod. iii. 7. 4 éumovow ’Amdd\Xou Kal thy Tetpeciov Ovyatépa 
Mavrw, and Lp. 6. 3, where in a different legend Mopsus is called the son of Apollo and 
Manto. 
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97. The verb in the apodosis may well have been dyAotra, as Rostowzew suggests. 

101-11. The restoration of Il. 102-3 Hodewwv ... axporo|Neas is due to Stuart Jones ; 
cf, int. and Marcellinus, Veta Thuc. §§ 16-17 dre yap” Odopds eotw 7 atHdn Sydot H emi Tod Tapou 
avo Keévn, va Keydpakrar’ Oovkvdidys ’OAdpou “AAipovatos (in § 55 the inscription is quoted 
on the authority of Antyllus), pos yap rais Meheriow midais kahovpevas early ev Kothy Ta kahovpeva 
Kiwoua prnuata, @vOa Seixvutar “Hpoddtov kat Oovkvdidov rdpos. etpickerat (67 ?) djAov Gru TOU 
Madriddov yévous dv’ E€vos yap ovdels exet Oamrera, Kat Wohéuav de €v 7H THept axporddeas TOUTOLS 
paprupel, Oa Kai Tydbeov vidv aitd yeyevncOat mpocroropet, and § 28 eyevoyvro Covkvdidar Toddoi, 
odrés Te 6 ONSpov Trais Kat Sevtepos Sypaywyds, MeAnaiov, os kat Tepixdet SuerroAttrevcato’ Tpiros Oe 
yever Papoddtos, ob pépyyntrar ToAguwy év trois epi dkporddews, pdokwy avtoy elvat tatTpos Mevavos. 
There were four books of the Mepi dxpor. according to Strabo ix. p. 396. The letter 
following 6 in |. 102 is very uncertain, only a spot of ink at the bottom of the line being 
preserved, which indicates an angular letter (a or A) or else one beginning with a vertical 
stroke (e. ¢. », », or 7) rather than a round letter such as o. dvaypag{ in 1. 105 (Wis the only 
alternative for p) suggests an inscription about Thucydides son of Melesias and father of 
Stephanus, parallel to that apparently mentioned by Polemon in the same work with 
reference to the historian; and in fact Athen. vi. 234d states that Polemon ypdwas epi 
rapagiray gyolv obras’... év Kuvoodpyet pév ody ev 7 “Hpakdel@ atndn tis cor, ev 7 Whpiopa pev 
*AAKiBiddov, ypaupareds dé Srépavos Covkvdidov... This stele may well be identified with or 
connected with the dvaypapy here, especially since the paternity of Stephanus seems to the 
point with which our author is most concerned (cf. ll. 112 sqq.); but the Athenaeus quotation 
is generally assigned to Polemon’s Mepi dvopdrav addéwy emiorodn (Athen. ix. 409 d), and 
Polemon was there clearly concerned with the meaning of mapdocros, not with Thucydides, 
so that in any case our author’s reference to Polemon Ilepi dxpoméAews was not to the 
passage quoted by Athenaeus. For Koladeyou in 1. 107 (suggested by Allen) cf. Plut. 
Cimon 4 Kipov d€... kal TO ramT@ Kivau mpoceoikas thy piow, dv Ov einOevav ace Koddepoy 
mpocayopevojva, and Aeschines Socraticus quoted by Athen. v. 220 b ‘Immduxoy peév tov KadXiou 
Kod\epov mpooayopevetr. The o is nearly certain, but it is necessary to suppose the omission of 
kadov owing to homoioteleuton. Upon the restoration of the end of |. 108 depends the 
sense of the whole passage. Starting from the fact that Polemon according to Marcellinus 
mentioned both Thucydides the historian and Thuc. the Pharsalian (a proxenus of the 
Athenians in 411 B.c.; cf. Thue. viii. 92) in the Tept dkpom., we think that dace in |. 110 
includes Polemon (1. 102), and therefore in ll. ror—2 the name of another author is to be 
supplied, to which 6y.| in ]. 102 may belong, [ovro: in 1. 108 referring to both names. For 
tptjrov in ]. rro cf. Marcellinus § 28 quoted above. The general sense of Il. ro1—-11 seems 
to be that Polemon Hept daxpor. and another author referred to not one Thucydides only 
(€va or éuxs may have followed ovy in |. 101) on the evidence of an inscription (? 6¢], or eé], 
avaypa¢| ov in ll, 104-5), but to three in all. A mention of Thucydides by name is expected 
before }. 106, and Govxvé:]|5nv can well be restored in ll. ro1—2 (in which case there is room 
for only a very short name after it before xa, and roy in 1. 106 is probably av||rov), or 
Covkv6i5yr] | rov can be read in ll. 105-6; but a restoration of the whole passage is scarcely 
possible. The hypothesis that ovy qualifies the whole sentence and the point is that Polemon 
did not mention (6nA[o. could be read in ]. 102) the son of Melesias, but only the other two 
persons called Thucydides, is unsatisfactory, for though Marcellinus does not refer to 
Polemon in connexion with the son of Melesias, Polemon of course knew about the 
politician, and avaypag| does not at all suggest that ovy is to be connected with a verb 
meaning ‘mentioned’. A different sense would be obtained by restoring [add in |. 108 as 
the subject of dac., contrasted with MoAcpor in |. 102, who would then stand by himself. 
To get rid of the supposed author coupled with Polemon is an advantage, but with rpijrov in 
], 110 the passage would then produce a marked conflict with Marcellinus’ statements that 
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Polemon referred to the historian and the Pharsalian in the Tlepi dxpor. This difficulty could 
be somewhat lessened by restoring tou||rov instead of rpu|lrov in 1. 110, and supposing the 
general sense to be that Polemon identified a certain Thucydides with the son of Melesias, 
while others maintained that he was the Pharsalian. But the reference to the son of Olorus 
then becomes rather pointless, especially in view of the circumstance that Polemon is known 
from Marcellinus to have produced evidence for the ancestry of the historian. 

113-19 Cf. eno g4¢ evOvpnOnre dre oukvdidns err. One MS, (F) has 6 ©ovk., which is 
possible here, and before rourous in ]. 118 the MSS. insert xa/, A similar passage occurs in the 
Pseudo-Platonic Iepi dperfis 378 a, where it is stated with regard to Melesias and Stephanus 
TOV yy’ €Tepov péxpu ynpes Biodtvta, rov & erepov moppw mavv. Melesias is a character in the 
Laches, but nothing more is known about Stephanus, except the inscription discussed in 
the preceding n. For the obelus against |. 116 cf. 1. 50, n. 

TIQ—20. Eppun|mos o rou\ytns ; the title is added to distinguish him from the philosopher, 
6 Kakduayeos. The poet was older than Eupolis and Aristophanes according to Suidas. 
The titles of nine of his comedies are known, but not the Zapetus. 

121. Iwvols Ouplady: the Omphale was a satyric drama, of which sixteen fragments are 
known. Another quotation from it perhaps occurred in ll. 277 sqq. 

123. (vp) Hpakheous should perhaps be read, Heracles being then the speaker of the two 
lines ; cf. 1. 89 Aeyouevov vo beov. As the text stands, the subject of efehav{vojuev may be 
the satyrs, not Heracles. With Bopetos [ur|mos (so Allen) cf. Homer ¥ 221 sqq. rod Tpuoxtrtar 
immo... . Tdwv Kal Bopéns nparcato Bookopevdov. Perhaps Bopevos should be written. 

124-5. opov... IleAomos: cf. Fr. 24 (Nauck) of the Omphale kai Sapdvavov Kéopov eidévar 
Xpoos auewov 7 tov TWédomos év yo tpérov, The scene of the Omphale was laid in Lydia 
(cf. Frs. 22, 23, 27). Possibly Heracles had been sent by Omphale to fetch one of the 
horses sprung from Boreas which belonged to Pelops ; cf. the legend of the capture of 
the horses of Diomedes, which Heracles gave to Eurystheus (Apollod. ii. 3. 8). But the 
plot of the Omphale is very obscure. 

127. atvera, which would mean ‘is winnowed’, is obviously an error for dvera: cf. e.g. 
Homer K 251 pada yap vv& dvera. 

128. [dvad]edvee 6: on the analogy of the preceding lines two letters before Alehuke would 
be preferable, but probably the column sloped away a little to the left, though o in 1. 129 
can be omitted. [kav A]eduee 8 is also possible, the simple verb as well as duadvew being used 
for solving difficulties. Cf. for kal... d¢ ll. 174-8, n. 

128-9. Mvalceas 0?| Iaraplevs: cf. int. and Susemihl i. 679. 1611 agrees with the 
scholia on Hesiod, Pindar, and Lucian in giving Patara (in Lycia) as his birthplace, while 
the MSS. of Athenaeus and Photius call him 6 Tarpevs, i.e. from Patrae in Achaea, but in 
the light of 1611 are to be emended to 6 Harapevs. With regard to the title of his work on 
oracles Schol. Pindar, O2. ii. 70 calls it Mepi xpyopav, while Schol. Hesiod, Zheog. 117 calls 
it ) Trav Aedduxay xpyopav ovvaywyh. 1611 seems to agree with the former, but ru | ro» 
x jenopoly ovvaywynt isa possible reading. 

135-43. The coronis after ]. 138 probably indicates a following quotation (cf. 1. 115 
and int. p. 129), to which @apoe in ]. 141 may well belong. Allen suggests Ilevde[ohea 

--in |. 139 and Oapree DlerPeoudea in |. 141, i.e. a quotation from the Aethiopis of 
Arctinus, which is perhaps cited in ll. 145-50; cf. Il. 148-9, n. But os (probably és) ey{ in 
1, 142 does not suit this hypothesis, and the colour of Frs. 3 and 4 is different, so that 
a connexion between them is unlikely. Lines 136-8 might also be hexameters, as Allen 
remarks, €. 8. ov mar| epa k\nioaa(a)| o Oe Gal. oe 

146. eyyovos: this spelling of éeyovos occurs in Attic inscriptions down to 300 B.c. and 
in Ptolemaic inscriptions and papyri (cf. Mayser, Gramm. d. griech. Pap. ps 228); but is 
not legitimate in hexameters. 
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148-9. Ap|kri? pos: [Ay ?jaos can equally well be read, or possibly [. .Avos. Achaeus 
wrote tragedies entitled “Adpacros, ’Ataves, "Ada, “AApeoiBaa, Onoevs, Kvxvos, Moipat, M@pos, 
Oldimous, TeupiBovs, Bidoxryrys, and Ppios, one of which may have described the death of the 
woman in question ; but if the author mentioned in l. 149 also wrote the hexameter verse 
quoted in 1, 146 (which is probable, but not clear), he is not likely to have been Achaeus. With 
Ap|kre|vos (Allen) the quotation would come from the Aefhzopzs, the woman being Penthesilea 
and the speaker presumably Achilles ; cf. ll. 135-43, n. exriOer[ae may, however, end 1. 148. 

1g0-2. It is not possible to restore Spove|dys . . « to] € [mala vor. 

154. Not more than one line, if any, is lost before the top of the column, twenty-four 
lines being accounted for, if Fr. 43, which is referred to the middles of |. 160-2 a, is rightly 
placed, as is practically certain. That Fr. 5 belongs to the upper part of the column of which 
Fr. 6. iis the bottom is indicated by the colour of the verso besides the suitability of the 
resulting restoration. 

158-9. Kal\Galmep pyow Eparoobe yns (Allen) can be restored ; cf. ll. 162-5, n. and int. 

160. [pu |p[exos 2 Gist, Bi. G2 | Tas [pup[exov Oats | agryo| ver] ov is unlikely on account 
of the verb in |. 165 (mapa| moet Pye 

161. Perhaps apmyo[v |ner[ os OUT@S. 

162-5. Cf. Ar. Clouds 967 i ‘ Wahdadda mepoémorw BSevar’ i) ‘tnéropdv tt Bdapa ’, where 
Schol. RV have apy) doparos Spuvixou, os "Eparocbens pyatv (py. as "Ep. Bpuv. V), Ppvvxos 
(8¢ V, om. R) adrod rovtov rod doparos pynpovever ws Aapmpokdéous dvtos Tla\dkdda mepoemroduy 
KAnut@ trohepaddKxov ayvay maida Ards peyadov, and Schol. Ald. has . . . Aaumpokdéous eivai, paow 
’AOnvatov, ToD Midwvos viod. exer b€ ovrws* Haddada mepoérodw xtA., a8 in Schol. RV, but adding 
Sapdourmoy after peyddov. addas. ovrws Eparoabévns’ pvuxos avtod TOUTOU TOU GopaTOS pE“YNTAL ws 
Aapmpokdéovs dvros Tov Midas viod }} pabnrod: exer b€ ovtws* TMaddada mepoeroAw Seuvnv Geov 
eypexvdoupoy rrorixhnico mohepaddkov dyvav rraida Aws peyddov Sapdounmov, kal kata Aapmpoxdéea 
Smoridnor xara déEw. Schol. Aristid. 217 Dindorf (in reference to the Aristophanes line) has 
eidos todre doparos kai dpxn’ Tov S€ mountny adtod “Povos kai Avoviaros (time of Hadrian) ioropotow 
év THe Movorkne (SC. ioropiar) Ppimxdy twa, aro be hace Aapmpokdéa 4) Stnoixopoy. 70 dé ‘ dewwny ; 
dvytl 760 KAHow Keira Tapa TOL Kapka TO yap dopa otrws éxer ‘ Waddada mepoénoduy KANT@ Tohe- 
paddkov dyvay maida Avds peyddou Saudourmoy (SaprnmAov OF SapyyT@dov MSS.) aorov (corrupt) 
mapbévov. These passages are discussed by Wilamowitz, Zexigesch. d. griech. Lyr. 84-5. 
There were evidently at least two versions of the hymn. 1611 agrees with the version in 
the first note in Schol. Ald., which is really the same as that of Schol. RV and Schol. 
Aristid., the former scholium merely omitting Sayzdoumov and the latter having kAnow for 
edq¢o and adding two words at the end. This, the shorter of the two versions, was that 
of Phrynichus, as is clear from 1611, and was rightly stated by Schol. RV and Schol. 
Aristid., whereas the first note in Schol. Ald. wrongly assigned it to Lamprocles. The 
longer version, i.e. that of Lamprocles, with which Aristophanes’ citation, so far as it goes, 
agrees, was given in the second note in Schol. Ald., where the authorship is not clearly 
indicated. None of the scholia makes it clear which Phrynichus is meant. The lyric and 
tragic poet was formerly supposed to be indicated, but now the Phrynichus in question 
whether understood or not by the scholiasts (cf. Wilamowitz, /.¢.), is generally considered to 
be the comic poet. 1611 also makes no clear sign-on this point, but the way in which 
Phrynichus and Aristophanes are coupled (mapavoui is apparently used with regard to both ; 
cf. the next n.) favours the identification with the comic poet. The brief statements in 
Schol. RV may be derived from our author’s fuller discussion, if he was reproducing Erato- 
sthenes or, as is possible but not likely (cf. int.), was Eratosthenes himself. The other 
scholia do not seem to be specially connected with 1611. 

165. mapalrove: cf. 1. 175 mapatjoe. The word can mean either ‘imitate’ or 
‘introduce ’. 
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168. XapaAeov: cf. p. 129. His work Ilepi kop@dias is cited by Athen, ix. 374 a. 

171. The omission of the superfluous vis indicated by both a dot above it (cf. e. 2.1624) 
and a stroke through it. 

172-3. pal 6n(r) | Mudevos ?|: wa may be at the end of the line, but pa\{@yrm] does not 
fill the lacuna and is unintelligible. The suggested restoration is very doubtful, but brings 
the passage into connexion with Schol. Ald. on Ar. Clouds 967 (quoted in ll. 162-5, n.) 
Midavos viod } pabyrod, and there is no objection to pa[6n|, if the last two letters were written 
small, as often happens at the end of a line. Schol. Plat, Adcv. i. 387 makes Lamprocles 
the pupil of Agathocles and teacher of Damon. pol can hardly be an adjective of place, 
for Lamprocles was an Athenian, 

ry4—5. For cau. . de ef, Il 128) m., 10-1, 228-9. 

183. daG[: or Aad. 

195. mup: cf. 1. 306. But Fr. 7 does not belong to the same column as Frs. 21-2. 

202. yry| is perhaps yry[ovos in some form. yeyym|[rae cannot be read, p or v being the 
only alternatives for r. 

212-14. EdAar |xos O ev [ras Eévev ? | xtigeat: the restoration is due to Allen. The 
works variously entitled Hepi €Ovaev, "EOvay drvopaciat, Kriceis, Kricess e6vav Kal rédewy (Hellan. 
Fr. 109 from Steph. Byz.; 1611 seems to have had évav or ré\ewr alone), and perhaps Mepi Xéov 
krigews, are all considered to be identical by Gudeman in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. viii. 136-7. 

216. «’ for x(a‘) occurs as early as the end of the first century in the ’A@nvatev Modureta 
papyrus. 

218-23. Cf, int. p. 129. 

222-3. peOixav al roxopicalu ? Jevoe de: the vestige of the letter following kav iS too slight 
to be a real clue, but suggests a or X more than a letter beginning with a vertical stroke, 
or round. peO(e)ixav = peOjxav is much more likely than pe txay .[ (i.e. some part of ixavés), 
for there is hardly room for a substantive in ]. 222 as well as the beginning of a participle. 
In Dittenberger, Or. Gr. Znscr. 55. 6, dceixev is apparently a mere variation of spelling for 
apijxev, which occurs in 1. 13, not a perfect, as regarded by Mayser, of. cz/. p. 331. 

223. The correction is by the first hand; cf. p. 130. The reading of the letter after roy 
is very doubtful, but a or A suits better than any other letter. 

224. Ulapov: cf. 1.226. But y,«, p,» ory. [ or «.{ can be read in place of r. 

228-9. Cf. ll. 174-5, n. 

231. If the paragraphus is rightly placed (cf. however Il. go-1, where it is not), apioral 
is not to be connected with ll. 232 sqq., so that Aptoralpxos is not very likely. Apioto pars 
cannot be read. 

245. eoxato|: the second letter might be y or 1, the third a or A, the last ». 

247. 0 be Agon[: no personal name beginning thus is known, but there might be 
a reference to the places ”Aconpa or ’Agonods or adjectives derived from them. Neither 
Agais [ nor Agouds is admissible ; Acow[apos (a river in Sicily so spelled in Thue. vii. 84) 
is possible, but seems too long, even with €|e otparevot in |, 248, while Agow|apo|p [o |rpa- 
tevot, Which is possible as a reading, gives no construction. The division as or| (or ou/) 
does not suggest any suitable word. 

268. Perhaps Spjovidov. 

270. |yvadc[: the third letter could be read as A. The division ma?|vy ado is more 
probable than |» vadc[. 

278. Possibly Oudaldnv: cf. 1. 121, n. 

280, [Geode |r[n|s: the tip of a vertical stroke below the line suits tT, and is inconsistent 
with the terminations of Kapxivos, Edpuridns, or Tyunoideos, who are the only other tragic poets 
known to have written an Ores/es. Of Theodectes’ play with that title only one line 
is extant. 
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281. e above the line is cursively written; cf. p. 130. 

283. |id[.Juos a[.: va is possible in place of «8, and a or 2 instead of 6 after pos. 
Ali[v]uos d[e can be restored, but this line may belong to the quotation from the Oresées ; 
Chaintaperzo- 

301. Avown| ros : Chal: 34. 

303. |yrp[: Frs. 21 and 22 join here, the tail of the p being on Fr. 22. 

306. mvp: cf. 1. 195, n. 

egy—o1. Ci lly 23-7, 0. 

339. After ry is an erasure with perhaps one or two letters above it. 

341. dup is more likely to be connected with Acipwoy than with Aypds. It does not seem 
possible to read awpl. 


359. juadr : possibly Ep |uadp| oder. 

369-70. Allen suggests BaorA ews | Norraropos | (or 4| adeAgov) TroAep| aov: but if so 
the order of the words is unusual. 

392-8. Fr. 43 has been assigned to ll. 160-2 a. 

442. There is no other instance in 1611 of a stop in the middle position, and it is 
very doubtful whether Fr. 64 belongs to this papyrus. 


1612. ORATION ON THE CULT OF CAESAR. 


23:2 X12 Cm.) = Third century. 


This papyrus, which was found with 1606-8, &c., and concludes the 
publication of the first of the three large finds of literary papyri in 1905-6 
(cf. 1606. int.), belongs to a speech of a novel character, the subject of it being 
the cult of a Roman Emperor, who is called simply ‘Caesar’. One column 
of forty lines is fairly well preserved, and there are beginnings of lines of a second 
column, besides a small detached scrap, which does not seem to belong to Col. i. 
The handwriting is a not very elegant specimen of the sloping oval third-century 
type. The beginnings of the lines, which contain 15-20 letters, slope away 
to the left in a marked degree, and the ends are decidedly uneven. Paragraphi 
and frequent high stops occur. « adscript is written in l. 27, but in 1. 11 its 
insertion is doubtful. A correction in |. 12 is in a different hand, which used 
lighter ink, but seems to be not appreciably later than the first. In ll. 22-5 
apparent corruptions have not been altered. 

The main purport of the oration, so far as it can be ascertained, was the 
opposition of the speaker to the cult of Caesar as practised in his own city 
(l. 26 év@dde), or rather to certain extensions of it or novelties (cf. 1. 1, n.) 
proposed by his adversaries. To Caesar-worship in general he does not seem 
to have been opposed, for in ll. 22 sqq. he expressly deprecates acéBera towards 
Caesar, and disclaims any wish to deprive him of the ‘glory of immortality’. In 
addressing his audience he habitually used the second person plural (Il. 30 sqq.), 
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while his opponents are also spoken of in the plural (1. 11 ac’); but in 1. ro 
(BlovAo.ro a single adversary seems to be indicated, and in 1. 1 the second person 
singular is apparently used, with reference to an opponent more probably than | 
to himself in an objection placed in the mouth of an adversary. The first six 
lines are too incomplete to be restored: a new sentence began in 1.7, as is shown 
by the paragraphus. The speaker refers to the rites performed in honour of 
Caesar, and strongly asserts his satisfaction that these were not invented by his 
fellow countrymen (jpels), but at Nicaea by an individual whom he declines 
to describe (ll. 9-17). His argument is that this cult ought to be left to the 
Nicaeans, and that the observance of it at his own city would be as impious to 
Caesar as the celebration of the Eleusinian mysteries at any other city than 
Athens would be to Demeter (Il. 17-29; this interpretation rests on two rather 
violent alterations in the text, which are, we think, absolutely necessitated 
by the context; cf 1. 22, n.). Evidently conscious that he was treading on 
dangerous ground, the orator then declares his intention of proving that his 
own views were not really derogatory to the immortality of Caesar (Il. 30-5) ; 
but the text becomes fragmentary at this point, a contrast being apparently 
drawn in ll. 35-40 between the previous and the existing cults at the city 
in question. From Col. ii nothing of importance can be gleaned. 

The boldness of the speaker in dealing with so delicate a topic as Caesar- 
worship is striking, and one would gladly have learnt more of his views on this 
interesting subject. As the fragment stands, it is difficult, perhaps impossible, 
to reconstruct the background of the situation with any approach to certainty. 
The first questions to arise are (1) what place was meant by évOdde in ]. 26, and 
(2) which, if any particular emperor was meant by ‘Caesar’? The reference 
to Nicaea as the starting-place of the cult to which the speaker objected suggests 
a connexion with the well-known description of the origin of Caesar-worship in 
Dio Cassius li. 20 Katoap dé év TovT@ (sc. 29 B.C.) Ta TE GANA eypnudrile Kal reuévy 
7 Te ‘Pdyn Kal t6 marpl To Kaloapi fpwa adrov “lovAtov dvopdoas ev re Edéow kal év 
Nixata yevéoOa epijxev. attar yap rére ai médeus ey te 73) ’Acia kal ev rH Bidvvia 
mpoetetiunvto. Kal Tovrovs pev Tots ‘Pwpato.s Tois nap’ adrots érotkotor Tiuav mpocérake’ 
tots 6€ 67) E€vois ("EAAnvas ois. émixadéoas) éavT@ tiva, Tols pev ’Accavols ev Tepydue, 
tots 6€ Budvvots ev Nixopnoela rewevioar émétpewe. Kal Tobr’ exetOey dpEduevov kat én’ 
dAAwy avrokpatépwy ov pdvov év tots “EhAnvixots €Ovecty, GAAA Kal ev Tols GAdows boa 
tov “Papaiwy axover eyéveto. Dio’s statement that the temples at Pergamum and 
Nicomedia were dedicated to Augustus alone requires modification, since it 
conflicts with the statements of Tacitus, Amz. iv. 37, that the temple at Pergamum 
was dedicated to Augustus and Rome, and of Suetonius, Aug. 52, that Rome was 
regularly associated with Augustus in the provincial cults; cf. Kornemann, 
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Klio, i. g8. The correspondence between the papyrus and Dio would be made 
most exact by supposing the speaker in 1612 to be a Roman (which is in any 
case probable), and ‘ Caesar’ to be Julius throughout. év@ade, with which Nicaea 
is so vehemently contrasted, might well be Nicomedia; for the two cities were 
long engaged in feud on the question of the headship of Bithynia, and the 
dispute was sufficiently important to be the subject of an oration by Dio Chrysostom 
(no. 38), recommending his compatriots of Nicomedia to come to terms with 
Nicaea. The hypothesis that the speaker in 1612 was a Nicomedian would 
also accord very well with the reference in ll. 24-8 to Demeter; for that goddess 
appears on the coins of Nicomedia (Wroth, Catal. of Greek coins of Pontus, &c., 
pp. 181, 183, 186), and Arrian, the most famous citizen of Nicomedia (cf. Steph. 
Byz. s.v.), was perpetual priest of Demeter and Core there (Schwartz in Pauly- 
Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 1230). With this interpretation of 1612, which is based 
upon the identification of ‘Caesar’ with Julius and the existence of a close 
connexion with Dio, the oration was presumably delivered during the reign of 
Augustus, when Caesar-worship of any kind was still a novelty. But there 
are several other possible modes of interpretation. The references to ‘Caesar’ 
in 1612 do not necessarily indicate that he was dead at the time when the 
oration was delivered (though cf. |. 31, n.), and if he was alive, ‘Caesar’ must be 
Augustus or one of his successors, not Julius. The date of the papyrus practically 
excludes the possibility of a later emperor than Severus Alexander being meant 
(Diocletian, who made his residence at Nicomedia, is quite out of the question) ; 
but, especially in view of the rather compromising character of the contents of 
1612, it would be more satisfactory to diminish the interval between the supposed 
date of composition and that of the papyrus, which if ‘Caesar’ is Julius or 
Augustus seems to be about 200 years. Caracalla and Heliogabalus both 
wintered at Nicomedia, and festivals in honour of Commodus and the brothers 
Caracalla and Geta are mentioned in the coins of Nicaea (Wroth, of. cz¢. pp. 162, 
166). It is also just possible that in ll. 35-6 there is a reference to ‘ Caesars’ in 
the plural, and that these are the reigning emperors. Not only is the hypothesis 
that the scene of the speech was Bithynia quite compatible with the identification 
of ‘Caesar’ with a much later emperor than Augustus, but the provenance of the 
papyrus rather suggests Egypt as the scene, though 1612 is hardly parallel to 
e.g. 471, a speech before an emperor directed probably against a praefect 
of Egypt, which is also arranged in literary form, with punctuation, &c. Against, 
however, the advantages to be gained by making ‘ Caesar’ throughout a second 
or even third century emperor has to be set the consequent impossibility of 
connecting the reference to Nicaea with the passage quoted from Dio Cassius. 
If ‘the Nicaean’ was the author of the proposal mentioned by Dio, as the 
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coincidence with regard to the place-name suggests, Kalfclap: in 1. 11 ought 
to be Julius eatid there is no indication that in Il. 9, 24; and 32 a different 
Caesar is meant. Moreover the use of the present tense éoriy in 1. 15 in 
place of jv, though explicable as a mere piece of rhetoric, rather indicates 
that the Nicaean in question was still alive, and if so he cannot have been 
a second or third century individual, unless the circumstances alluded to in 
ll. 14-16 were quite different from those described by Dio. 

A third line of interpretation was proposed by Sir W. M. Ramsay, who, taking 
Caesar as ‘the Emperor’ in the widest sense, i.e. including the dead as well as 
the living, suggests that 1612 deals with the degradation of true Caesar-worship, 
as expressing Roman patriotism, by superstitious admixture, as e.g. the Nicaean 
cult of the Spordxovs taros illustrated by the coins of that city (cf. Drexler in 
Roscher’s Lex. d. griech. u. rim. Mythol. ii. 2693-6), and regards the papyrus as 
a speech made in opposition to some such proposed degradation in the second or 
early third century. The horse with human feet figured in Nicaean coins of 
Antoninus Pius and Gordian is generally supposed to be connected with the 
horse possessing humanis similes pedes in the equestrian statue of Julius Caesar 
before the temple of Venus Genetrix at Rome (Pliny, Wat. His¢. viii. 155; cf 
Suetonius, /z/ius 61) ; but whether the rider represented on the coins, who seems 
to be the god Men, was also identified with Julius Caesar, is more doubtful, and 
there are no indications in 1612 that the superstitious element to which the speaker 
objected was concerned with a horse. 

On the whole we are disposed to regard ‘ Caesar’ throughout 1612 as Julius, 
not Augustus or a later emperor, whether dead or reigning ; but the mention of 
‘the Nicaean’ seems more likely to refer to some unknown innovation connected 
with the worship of Julius, than to either the establishment of that worship at 
Nicaea as recorded by Dio or the cult of the Spordrovs tmmos. In view of the 
date of the papyrus the speech was probably composed and delivered (or supposed 
to be delivered) not earlier than the second century, and it is safer to make the 
scene of it Egypt (i.e. Alexandria) than Bithynia. The author may well have 
been a sophist of the age of Aristides or a little later, objecting to the introduc- 
tion of some new kind of Oriental cult into the worship of Julius; but such 
a speech might also occur in a historical work in the style of Dio Cassius. 
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eresh ah eas a) Bere apxata €. Gl. .|e7/ 
[.......Jruy [rolus Oeous Hev .|ral 
fee es Wa. ay 80. ov. pl 
8-37. ... moinréov, ratra [Kai|rapa kal ceprivery dv [Blotrouro, Néyw Se a 7® Kaliojapi pace 


TeNeLy. ka\t] yap e[é] apxns ovx evpopey Hpets avTd, KaN@s TrovodyTes, GAAG Nikae’s eorw 6 Tp@Tos 
KaTaoTnoas. drotos per dvOperos, ot Set Néyew* Cora 8 odv éxelvov kat rap’ exeir|o jis Teheia Ow p.dvors, 
domep mapa tots "AOnvalos ra TOv ’EXevowlor, ef (u1)) Bovdépe[O}a avrov acveBew ro[v] Kaicapa, dorep 
ay kal ri)|v A]nunrpav (a)reB[o](i\nev {[a]v} evOdSe redodrres [alorn iv éxel| oe TeAe[TH |v" od yap 
cede aveilva?| tOv rowrttwv ovdéey, [6re| 8° od apapnoerOe thy] ddéav rhs aéav actas| rod 


Kaicapos éa|v pot? tea bijre, mapdde| vypa blu €p@ 70 vivtl..... .| Ta yap rev Ken Nletaeenos: ju 
ered | odpe |v ened sme klai_ t[ovr ?|y ovdev,.. 
‘... he would wish these (?) really to magnify Caesar, I am referring to the rites which 


they say that they perform to Caesar. It was not we who originally invented those rites, 
which is to our credit, but it was a Nicaean who was the first to institute them. The 
character of the man need not be described: in any case let the rites be his, and let them 
be performed among his people alone, as the Eleusinian rites are among the Athenians, 
unless we wish to commit sacrilege against Caesar himself, as we should commit sacrilege 
against Demeter also, if we performed to her here the ritual used there; for she is un- 
willing to allow any rites of that sort (?). Asa proof that you will not be depriving Caesar 
of the glory of immortality, if you listen to me, I will tell VOU ane tes 


I, ov de vea z{: the use of the second person singular creates a slight, but by no 
means insuperable difficulty; cf int. ov might of course be e. &. npellov, and 6 ev eAn{c... 
could be read; but vea suits the context (cf. 1. 38 apxaa), referring to the rites in 
question. 

3. Touro : the last letter can also be y, p, », or 7. 

4. petan| 3 Ol; peray|. 

7-8. |» n[era: the vestige of a letter following » is too slight to afford a real clue, and 
after it nothing may be lost. 

8. ro r.[...]: r and v sometimes closely resemble each other in this hand, and TOUT) «> «| 
is just possible, but ro r followed by y, , or v is preferable. There may have been a high 
Stop after moureov, the surface of the papyrus being damaged at that point. In any case 
tavra seems to be the subject of ceuvuvew, not the object of monreoy, though the construction 
of ll. 7-10 is not clear. The sentence may have begun with «i. 

10. av [Blovdovro: the vestige of the supposed » is very slight, and there would be room 
for another letter in the lacuna, for »[8] occupies the same space as Kao in ll. 9 and 11. 
6 is possible in place of a, but ay seems necessary for the optative. 

II, tT Kaliojape: or rae Kato laps. Cf. [ajurne in 1. 27. 

14. Nukaevs: cf, int. 

16. av6pwmos may receive either a rough or a smooth breathing, 

22. et Bovdoue|@ja: the insertion of a negative is required both here and in]. 25 to give 
sense to the argument. ¢([o|vpev there is evidently a mistake for accBomiev, and here either 
et is to be altered to ov, or pn is to be inserted. 

26. aly]: v is almost certain, @ or at, which are the only other possibilities, being much 
Jess suitable. The repetition of a is not necessarily wrong, but probably there was 
a mistake of some kind, possibly the incorrect division c¢f[olvuev|[n]y (sc. aceBouuer). 

28-9. The subject of e6cde is not clear, but is more likely to be Caesar or Demeter 
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than the Nicaean. The next word is presumably an infinitive ending in [. a]: or [oGu]. or 
perhaps {ay or [e|y. The last letter is more like « than », and no alternative is possible. 
» before e is almost certain, n being the only alternative. The first letter must be a, y, 6, A, 
u,v, m, Or r: a spot of ink between this and » probably, if the first letter is a, belongs to 
that, not to a distinct letter, and is in any case inconsistent with a broad letter or one 
coming below the line. avei{va|:, ‘to allow ’ is difficult, but suits the vestiges better than 
alp\ve|oda. In toy certainly, and possibly in rovovrey also, the is closed at the top, as 
if the scribe intended to alter it to 0; but he certainly did not write tov rovovroy originally, 
and is more likely to have intended rev roovray, ovdev suits the vestiges better than ovdev 
(cf. 1. 37). The supposed stop after it is uncertain ; the surface of the papyrus is damaged 
and ovdeva is a possible reading. 

31. adariacras|: cf. Dio li. 36 dor einep aOdvaros dvrws emOupeis yeveoba in the speech 
of Maecenas to Augustus. Lines 30-2 seem more appropriate to a dead than to a living 
Caesar, who did not become technically éeds till his death ; cf, int, py 150. 

34. The letter following vv», if not r, is probably y or 7. 

35-6. It is rather tempting toread rev K[ac al pov (cf. p. 150); but the letter at the end 
of I. 3g is much more like « than a. Jv might be the end of mpo To|v. 


1613. List OF EARLY ATHENIAN ARCHONS. 


4-6 X 4-4 CM. Second century. 


This small fragment from the middle of a column belongs to a list of the 
earliest Athenian archons with the numbers of their years of office, like the lists 
in Eusebius (Schéne, Euseb. Czron. i. 188 and App. 1a. 11), Jerome (op. cit. 
App. 1b. 31), the Excerpta Latina Barbari (of. cet. App. 6. 217), and Syncellus 
(ed. Dindorf i. 368, 399); cf. v. Schoeffer in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc. ii. 582-3. 
Such lists were no doubt common in Egypt; cf. the chronological list of 
Olympic victors in 222, and A. Bauer’s Alerandrinische Weltchrontk (Denkschr. d. 
Wien. Akad. li). The handwriting is a small uncial of the Roman period, 
probably of the second century. After the abolition of the Athenian monarchy 
archons according to tradition were appointed at first for life, afterwards for 
ten years, and from 683 B.C. onwards annually. The change from archons for 
life to decennial archons began according to the Exc. Lat. Barb. with Alcmaeon, 
but the other authorities make him the last of the first category. The papyrus 
contains the name of Alcmaeon (I. 5) with the names of his four predecessors 
and six successors in the best supported order (cf. ll. 3-4, n.); but the numbers 
of the years of office are missing throughout, and there is nothing to show which 
view was taken with reference to the chronology of Alcmaeon. One name 
is quite corrupt (1. 6. n.) and another is misspelled (1. 8, n.). Only one more 
name after |. 11 is required to complete the list of decennial archons: before 
]. t eight names of archons for life are probably lost; cf. ll. 3-4, n. 
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A perd| pov) GPa x 
Ocomi{elvs| eT |. 
Ayapnorop| ery aes 
Atoyxvdos Gla ot 
5 Adkpeoy | €TN 
X alos [ €TN 
Aroipid[ns €TN 
Kre0dtk\ os €TN 
Immoplevns €TN 
10 Aewxpalrns €TN 
Avot is | ea 


1-3. That the originally separate fragment containing ery (three times) is correctly 
assigned to these lines is not quite certain. 
3-4. Between Agamestor and Aeschylus the Exc: Lat. Barb. insert Thersippus, who 
is placed by the other authorities (cf. int.) 4th in the list of archons for life, Ariphron 
(1. 1) being 9th, as he presumably was here. 

5. AAkpeov: cf. int. 

6. Xaws: 1, Xapoy. From this point onwards the figure lost was presumably ¢ in each 
Case mcin tints 

8. KdeoSuxfos: so also Syncellus; but Eusebius has (K)Aeidexos or Aiedikus, Jerome 
Lhidicus, and Exc. Lat. Barb. Celdicus. Kyedios is the correct TOM s CL PaAus. 1353. 
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1614. SPINDARs. Oli, 11, vi, Vil. 
28-8 x 27-2 cm. Fifth or sixth century. 


The lost poems of Pindar occur in several papyri, chiefly from Oxyrhynchus, 
Dithyrambs in 1604, Paeans in 841 and P.S.I. 147, Partheneia in 659, odes of 
uncertain character in 408 and possibly 426 ; but the extant epinician odes have 
not hitherto been represented in Egyptian finds, so that a special interest attaches 
to this fragment of a codex of the Olympian odes. It consists of a single sheet 
forming two leaves, the first of which contains i. 106-ii. 45 (when complete i. 104- 
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ii. 50), the second vi. 71-vii. 20 (when complete vi. 68—vii. 26). The lines are for 
the most part short, being divided much as in the extant MSS., and of the four 
columns two (i and iii) are fairly well preserved, but the other two have only the 
ends of lines. The upper margin is not preserved anywhere, but in Col. iii 1. 150 
(= Ol. vi. 95) is the last. 20 more lines corresponding to vi. 96-105 are 
required to complete the ode, but these must have been omitted in Col. iv, 
for 1, 158 (vii. 6) is at the back of 1. 111 (vi. 72), and that the number of lines lost 
at the top of Col. iv did not exceed 7 is clear from the size of the corresponding 
interval between the last extant line of Col. i (I. 51 = ii. 17) and the first of Col. ii 
(l. 57= ii. 21). How the 5 missing lines were distributed between Cols. i and ii 
is not quite certain, for, as far as Col. i by itself is concerned, there is room for 
I or 2 more lines at the bottom. But if, as seems not improbable, Ode vii 
began at the top of Col. iv, the top of Col. ii can be made fairly even with the top 
of Col. iv only on the hypothesis that 1. 51 was the last of Col. i. Otherwise, if 
e.g. there are only 3 lines instead of 5 lost at the top of Col. ii, there will certainly 
not be room at the top of Col. iv for the first few lines of Ode vii, especially since 
the writing in Cols. iii-iv is by a different scribe from that of Cols. i-ii and less 
compact. Neither scribe employed a formal uncial, the hand of the first being rude 
and irregular, while that of the second tends to become cursive, particularly in 
e. at the ends of lines. Black ink was used by the first scribe as far as 1. 67, 
brown ink by him in ll. 68-95 and by the second scribe, whose pen was 
thinner. Iota adscript was rarely written. Both scribes inserted marks of elision 
and diaeresis and occasional stops (high points), the second also occasional 
breathings and an apostrophe after yap in 1. 144; but a breathing in 1]. 37 in 
brown ink was not written, originally at any rate, by the first hand. That is the 
only trace of a subsequent revision apart from corrections clearly due to the two 
scribes themselves. The date of the papyrus is certainly fifth or sixth century, 
more probably the former, but the Byzantine documents found with it have not 
yet been unrolled. 

The MSS. of Pindar’s epinician odes are divided into two families, called the 
Ambrosian and the Vatican. Of the first group the chief representatives are 
A (13th cent.),C (late r4th cent.), N (13th-14th cent.), V (late 13th cent.) ; of the 
second B (12th cent.), D and E (14th cent.) In O/.i this classification has to be 
modified, since A there combines with the Vatican group, D with the Ambrosian. 
The archetype of both families is assigned to the second century, to which 
the extant scholia are also referred. The text is generally thought to have been 
preserved with considerable care owing to the efforts of grammarians, and to have 
undergone comparatively little corruption since the second century, before which, 
as is shown by quotations, it was far from being fixed. This view is borne out 
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by the papyrus, which carries back the evidence some seven centuries and is 
very close to the text of the best MSS., agreeing sometimes with the Ambrosian 
damily (ll e7Oa179,.1 16217, 121, 146, 169), somewhat oftener with the Vatican 
(Il. 8, 24, 30, 36, 59, 82, 85, 92, 95,126,175). The difficulty in ii. 6 (lI. 32-3, n.) 
and the interpolation in ii. 29-30 (ll. 70-1, n.) recur. A number of slips are 
found, as is usual in Byzantine texts; cf. e.g. 1618. Of the new readings the most 
interesting occur in ii. 39 and vi. 77; cf. ll. 88 and DIG, Ni, 


Io 


15 


20 


25 


Golet(Holor Verso). 


3 lines lost 
Oleos emitpomos i. 106 
ewy Tear pnderac 
exov [Toly{7o Kydos Iepwv 
Heplpr|atjow[:] ec dle py taxu Aro 
evl yAukuTEpay Kiev eAtropat 
guv appatt Bow kde 


ely emikoupov ¢upev 


odov Allellyar malp evdecedoy eddy 


Kpoviov: evo pev [wv Moca xaprepo 


tatov Bedos adkau Tpleper? addou 
gt 0 addot peyadou To 6 exyaroy Ko 
pupovta Bacirevor pnKere 
TANTALVE TOpaLov 

€ln G€ Ye TOUTOV Lis 
uiov xpovoy mare epe 

Te Toocade wikadpopois 

omireiy mpophavtoy aogiia kab EX 
Aavas eovTa TavTa 

pa 2 ES Dey esy eee eee) 

Onpovt Aaxkpalyavtive appari? 
avag|t\poppeyyes vpvor iE 
Tiva Oleov tiv’ nipoa 
Tula 6] avdpa Kedraldnoopey 
nrot ITica pev Aijos 


30 


(SB) 
OL 


45 


50 


Odvpmada 6 eolra 

agevy Hpakdens 

akpobiva mroAepou [ 

Onpova de rerpaolpias ii. 5 
EveKa ViKapopou 
yeyornreoy ome 

dikatov €evov 

epecop Axpayav7ios 
evovusov O€ Tate pov 
awtov opbomodtv 

KQ[LOVTES OL TOANG [Oupo 
lepov exxXov olknua | 
Totapouy Xuikedias [tT evay 
opbadrplolss .ataly 6 ede 
Te po|pai|ulos mAovToy 

TE KaL Xalply aywv 
yvno.alis er aperats 

aX w K[povie at Peas 
edos OXlvpmou vepov 
aeOoly TE Kopupay 
moploly |r AAdeou 
talv|Oeus aowdats ne 
eluppl|a[y apouvpay ert 1a 

Tpllav odio Kopicov 


Nom yevet Tov O€ TETpaypEevar 


60 


65 


7° 


and hand e€ ofv moAvkAettov kad EdAavas vi. 72 ° 


158 


THE, OXVRAYNGCHOUSS EAL VRE 


Colfit (Fol. 1 recto). 


[ev diucka Te Kat Tapa diKar] 
[amointov ovd av] 

(Xpovos 0 mavtwy marnp| 
[Suvaito Oewev epywy TeAos| 


(Aaba de moTpw ovy evdaipovt yevolT ay] ii.20 








echov yap vio xappato|y [| 

[mnpa Ovacke: walAvykorov Sapacbev 
jorav Oeov Morpa| mepmn 

[avexas oABov vW|ndov 

[emerat de Aoyos ev|Apovors 

[Kadpo.o xovpat|s[*] emabov 25 
[at peyada] mevOos de 

[mir |ver Bapu 

[Kpe|tcovey mpos ayabor 
[f@jec pev Ordvumrots 
[amroO|avo:ca Bpopw 
[Kkepau|vyou Tavue 

[Oeipa Yewedla pire 

(de viv ITad]\as atau pire 
[ov7e de Mjoroan 

: 


[kar Zevs malrnp pada gidec 30 


[de mats o Ktsco|popos 





[Aeyovte 8 ely kale Oaraooa 


15 


80 


85 


go 


[uera Kopatot N|npeos 
[adtats Biorov] agpOcrov 
(Ivo. rerayOat| Tov o 
[Aov aude xpolvov nrot 
[Bporwy ye KelKpirat 
[mepas ov Tt Oavjarov 
[ovd acvyipmoy| apepav 
[orore maid] adtov 
[areipee avy alyabw 
[TeAcUTacopu lev 

[poat & adAo7’] addat 


[evOupiar] Te pera Kat 





[7ovwv es alvdpas eBay 

[fourm de Mop} a te matpway 
[Twvd exer Tor? eluppova troTpov 
[PeopTw aluy odo 


40 


[eme Te Kat TInpl’ ayer 
[warwrpamedroy adjAw xplov | 
[e& oumep exretve Aaov popipos] vios 


[cvvavtopevos ev de IIv | 





[Cove xpnobev maraibatov] Tedeooev 
g lines lost 


Coll ii (Fols2 recto). 


5 lines lost 


rir yevos I[apiday 


Tn 


oABos ap’ eomrerlo tlipmwvtes 3 apetas 
es davepay odoyv [epxovTar TEkpat 

pet xpne exaotov polmos 6 e€ 
adrAwv Kpepatat POorvelovTmv 

TOLS OLS TOTE Mpwroas TrEpL [SwdeKaToV 


75 


dpopov eAXavvovtecaty altdora mort 


yAwooal akovas ALyvpas 

& pw €Bedor[t]a mpoolep|rec 
KadAlpoaiat|y mvoats patpopal 

Top ena Stuudadis evavOns Melrwra 
twraginmoy a& (OnBaly etx 

Kev “eh epazleivoly vdwp 


85 


mopat avoplaciv alixularalior mAexkov 


TotktAov vplvoy olrpulvjov vuy e[Tatpous 


I20 


125 


UGTAR RE dy Jape Lelie l Waly ICL 


aragn Xapis evkrAea popdlav 

et 6 etupws vio KvdAXavas opos 
Ayno.a patpwes avdpes 

vateTaovtTes eOwpnaav Oewr 

kapuka Nlel|rais Ovoras 

TmoAAa On moddAatow Eppay evoeBews 
0S aywvas exeEl 

Hotpay 7 acelAwv Apxkadiay 80 


’ 
T €vavopa TL 


€ 

fat KivoS @ Tat Swotparou 
a 

auv BpvydovTe: tmarpu 


Kpaiver ceOev evtvy] € lav 


7 
130 dogay exw Tu’ emt 


tay, 


Awwea: mpolrov plev H 
140 pav IlapOenaly xeradnoa 
yvevat 7] emer apxatjoy [olyeidos 
adabeot oyols 
[et] devyopev Boiwriay vy 
ceo yap ayyedos o[pbos 
145 
ayapbeyktoy aodav 
146 evmoy de peuvalcOar Yuvpa 
kovocay |te] kat Opruyias 
tav leplav Kabapw cxamto Sierav 
aptia pl[ndopevos oiviKorregay 
150 audenier Aapatpa 
end of column 


Col. iv (Fol. 2 verso). 


7 lines lost 
[viv Cadwrov opodpovos evyjas 


[Kat eyw vextap xvtov Mowaly 


160 [doc aeOropopors ] 


[avépacivy mepmov yuKUY] KaproV 
[ppevos tAacKkopat ] 
[Odvpmia IIv00n re vixoly 


[recov o 6 odBuos oly [ | 


165 [dapat katexolvr ayacOat 


170 


[adore 6 adAov] eromrever Xapis 


L 
[Oapa per Popluryye tappo 


[voins T Ev evTe|oiiy avjAwy 


(@barpios aldupere 





[kat vuv um apdotep|or 





jcuv Alayopa xateBay| movvoyTiav 


vii. 6 


[upvewy mad Adpodijras 

[Aedwo1o Te vupdav | 

[Podov evOvpayav | 

175 [oppa medwptov avdp|a map Addetwt 
[oTehavwoapevoy | 

[aiverw muypas amolwval Kat 


[rapa Kaoradtia | 


180 [Agtas evpyxopov | 


[TpimoALvy vacoy meA\as 


[eOeAnow Toro] e€€ 


[apxas amo TXamoAle“ou 





to lines lost 


8. The second v of yduevrepay is corr. from e: i.e. the scribe began to write yAukepw- 


tepav, which is found in DN. 


kev: so ABE; all that remains is the tip of a vertical stroke, which would also be 


15 


[matepa te Aapaynrov ajdovra Aka [ | 


[eHBorw vatortjas Apye:a [olvy atypale 


20 


go 


nvKopev oxutjaha Moicav yAvkus Kpatnp 


95 


160 BH EVO RT VINCILUS VFA Vier 


reconcileable with z[e, as proposed by Schr(oeder), but not with ¢Amoya, the reading 
of CDN. 

g. vv: this form is not certainly attested in Pindar; cf. 1604, II. 13, n. 

kev |feu : so CE, Schr.; «drecew BADN. 

13. adkae: so most MSS. rightly ; adkavy DE. 

13-14. addorJou: this passage is corrupt in the MSS., which all have aor against the 
metre, except V (ev d.), The Byzantine correctors read én’ door, but Schr. conjectures 
dud’ é. 

17. oe ye: oe te MSS., except. V (om. Te). The scholl. remark 6 vois: ein 6€ oé pév 
rovrov tov xpovoy ... dAAws* GAN’ ein oe TOIT. T. x. kTA., from which it has been supposed that 
there was a reading oé 6é. re, which connects with re in |. 19, seems preferable to ye, but 
may have arisen from the second re. 

18. vou: so MSS. except D (iyois). 

10. resoe WN Ci. 1517, 0 

22. |. Akpalyavrivw. If appari, which is usually added by the MSS, after it, was written, 
the end of this line projected very considerably ; but cf. l. 145. 

24. Oleov: dedv EV. 

tw nlpoa: tiva 8 jpoa AE against the metre. 

25. tu[a &'| avdpa: so ABE; tiv’ avdpa CD against the metre. 

29. axpodwa: so ABDN?, Schr. ; dxpoOina CN’, Zenodotus ; dxpodinov E. 

30. de: eis corr. from o(?). The word is omitted by A, which has rerpaepias. 

32-3. ome Sixavoy Eevov: so MSS. (mostly émi, but a few dm). The second syllables of 
om and evov ought to be long, and Schr. follows Hermann in reading éme (= dmdc) dixavoy 
fvev. The division between the corresponding lines 68—g comes a syllable earlier. 

36. opborodty: dpdnrrodkw against the metre ADN. 

41. j.o| pat |u| os mouroy : SO MSS. ; pu. 6 mdotroy (Hermann) or p. én’ ddBov (Heyne) has 
been suggested on metrical grounds. 

52-7. These lines are restored so as to correspond to ll. 89-94. The traces of the 
supposed » in |. 57, which comes above the second a of Sayacev in |, 58, are very doubtful, 
and the first syllable of eo(6)Ao», the reading of the MSS. in 1. 57, is against the metre; there 
is also an uncertainty about 1. 94; cf. n. ad Joc. The reason for the assignment of all 
ll. 52-6 to Col. ii is explained in int. 

59. meumy: so most MSS., Schr.; méuyy A. 

62. enafov: mdfov A. The word corresponds to Aros] | O- in ll. 26-7. 

65. 0 of [kpe|ooovey is corr. from o. 

66. » of ev is corr. ev has been omitted by mistake after it; cf. 1. 169, n. 

7O. avat: ]. aves, 

7O-1. gudrclovre de MJovrat: a superfluous verse which was athetized by Aristophanes, 
but is found in all MSS. except those of Triclinius. 

75. N|npeos: so CE; Nypéws ABDN ; Nypjjos, required by the metre, occurs above the 
line in CDN. 

79. [Bporwy ye: ye, which is omitted by B, must have been written. 

80. Considerations of space make the unmetrical form zepas, found in all ancient MSS., 
more probable than mepas, which was introduced by the Byzantine correctors. 

82. adwov: so BE; dediov against the metre ACDN, 

85. addae: dddoia against the metre C?DN. 

88. a te narpwray: d te matpwiov MSS., which is generally retained by edd., though 
Hermann conjectured dre (or @ ra) marpdia, and Mommsen é 16 ratpévov from the schol, karéyec 
Tov eUpova mrotpov 1) TUXn KAOdTEp TO TaTpa@ov KaTéoxXe. TaTpeiay Must be wrong, but two other 
scholia otro d€ én rovtwy .. . ) matpiKy poipa Kakov hépe... and otra dé Kal eri rovrav... ” 
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matpea kakdv tye. potpa would be compatible with an ancient reading marpwia, of which 
matpeoay might be a corruption, due to «Bay at the end of the previous line. The last 
syllable of 1. 88 can be either long or short. It seems, however, more hkely that, as 
suggested by Lobel, the scribe has omitted an elision-mark and maTpo. av was really meant, 
ay belonging to éyew. dvéxew ‘support’ is more suitable here than the simple verb ; 
Ce Py. ii. 89 Ocdv . . . Os dvéxer Tdre pev Ta Keivor tor adil’ érépous edaxev péya Kddos and Wem. 
vil. 89 ef & abrd Kai beds avéxot, and xaréyec in the schol. quoted above. matpw(a) would be an 
adverbial accusative or in apposition to rov evppova mérpov. This reading is probably right. 

89. 8-10 letters would be expected in the lacuna, where the ordinary reading of the MSS. 
gives 12, and perhaps there was an omission. ext may well have been written ; cf. ]. 124. 

92. ad}\o Xplov|o: dAXos xpdvos A. 

93. Considerations of space favour the correct forms Aaoy (i.e, Adov) and popypos (a v. 1. 
in the scholia and introduced by the Byzantines) against Aatov and popotos Which are found 
in the MSS. 

94. This line, if written, must have been rather cramped, for wos in |. 93 presents the 
appearance of belonging to the line immediately above redecoev (1. 95). 

95. tehecoev: SO B rightly; rédecev ACD ; reréoas E; om, N. 

112, odBos aw’: so ACD!; dros & dw the rest against the metre. 

114. polpos d e€: 1614 may of course have omitted 5, which is found in the MSS., but 
was deleted by Boeckh on metrical grounds. 

116. mpwrow: so AC*DE, Schr.; mpérov BCIN. 

117-18. worelora€y: so CD (-€e), Schr. 3; woreordter ABE. 

119. opos: so Callierges (Rome, 1515), as is supposed, from the scholia (e.g. in D; 
cf. also Homer, B 603 md KudAnuns dpos aint) ; dps ABCE; épos DE (lemma); épéov conj. 
Schr. The objection to gpos is that the second syllable is expected to be long here. 

121. edwpyoay: so AB? rightly ; dépycav the rest. 

126-7. tyuac: so MSS. except A (ria). 

131. yAwooa: the accent ought to have been paroxytone. Editors generally place no 
stop after yAwooa, explaining dxdvas Avyupas as a genitive of quality. The papyrus agrees 
with Boehmer, who connected dk. Avy. with mvoais. 

132. mpoo[ep ret : so most MSS. and eddies Tpoweprroe ID): TPOTEAKEL Triclinius. 

123, KkadXepoarl ory : the v eedkvorikdy is wrone’; ci. J. 142, n. 

135-6. eruxey: |. ercxrev. res iS merely an error. 

142. adrabeor: so ABD; 1. adadeow with EN. 

144. eeav: eoad MSS.; gore Wilamowitz, objecting to the poet’s address to his poem, 
and avoiding the three predicates without a connecting particle. The second letter of eect 
was not corrected, but the third was not o originally, being corrected from a letter with 
a tail, probably ¢ or p. 

146-7. Supalkovecay : Supakocoay (BDE) is the form preferred by edd. The division 
of these lines does not correspond to that in Il. rro-11, where there are two more syllables 
in the earlier line. 

149-50. Cf. ll. 113-14, where there is a syllable more in the earlier line. 

150. On the omission of the end of Ode vi see int. 

165. ayacOa: |, ayadat. 

167. That 1614 had (w6admios with most MSS, rather than (wopOadpuos with CNO! 
is not certain. 

169. Considerations of space favour the insertion of ev which is omitted by BDE 
before evre|odv. - 

170. The stop after augorep|ov is misplaced. 

171. movvoyttay ; ]. ray movriay with the MSS. The scholia mention a v. 1. rovrias. 

175. AdAdecwe: so most MSS.; ’AAed(e) A. Schr. 
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1615. SOPHOCLES, Ajax. 
4:2 X 3-9 cm. Fourth century. Plate IV 
(recto). 

This small fragment from the middle of a leaf of a papyrus codex of 
Sophocles, containing the beginnings of Il. 694-705 and ends of 753-64 of the 
Ajax, was found with a number of other literary pieces which date from the third 
or fourth century. The writing is a small sloping uncial with a tendency to 
cursive forms and to exaggeration of the final letter of a line, and there is little 
doubt that it belongs to the fourth century, probably to the earlier half of it. 
Breathings, accents, marks of elision and quantity, and high stops were freely 
inserted by the scribe himself. The circumstance that this is the first papyrus 
fragment of the Ajax to be discovered gives it a certain interest, but it is too short 
to be of very serious value. A new variant in 1. 699, which has apparently left 
a trace in Suidas, is likely to be right, as is another new reading in |. 756,and the 
quality of this text seems to have been distinctly high. The division of lines in the 
choric passage is the same as that in the Laurentianus (L). 


Recto. 
io w Ilay {Ilav 
695 ® Ilav Ilalv adurdayxte Kva 
Navias yxllovoKtTuToU 
metpalas [amo Sepados gavnd w 
Oe@v xolpomol avag om@s pot 
Micia K[voct opynpat avtodan 
zoo gbvav lawns 
vuv ylap €or meAEL yopevoat 
Tkapiov [0 vmrep medayewv 
porov javag AmodXov 
6 Aaduos [evyvworos 


705 emo riven dia mavTos evppav 


Verso. 
753 [etpEat kat nuap Toupdavles [To vuv ToceE 
(AtavO uo oxnvator pnd] af'evt’ ay 
755 [et (@vrT exeivoy e:oidely OédXoL ToTE 


[eAa yap avtoy tnvd €0] nuepav povny: 





[dtas Adavas pnvis ws] epyn Aeyor 
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[7% yap TEpioca KavovyTla copara 

[murrew Baperats mpos Olewv dvorpagiars 
760 [epacx o partis otis avO|pwrov uo 
[BAacrov ereita pn kat] avOpwn[olv ppovnu 


[kevos 3 am okay evbvs] e€oppajmevos 





|avous kadws deyovTos| eupeOn martpos: 


[0 Mev yap avtoyv evveren Te]kv[oly dope 


699. Mvow: Nvow MSS., a reading which seemed appropriate enough in view of the 
close connexion between Pan and Dionysus. But, as was observed by Mr. A. C. Pearson, 
Mvoua is probably right. Pan was the cult-companion of the Mother of the gods (Schol. 
Pind. Py. iii. 137), and in Strabo 466 the Curetes are connected with iepoupyias . . . mepi Te 
THY Tod Ads madorpodiay thy év Kpnrn kai robs ths unrpos tov bea Opyracpovs ev TH Ppvyia Kai rots 
mept thy "Idyv thy Tpaxkny téros. The region of Trojan Ida was in Mysia (Jebb on Az, 720), 
and Kvéora in |. 699 is no doubt rightly referred to the Curetes, In the scholia on 1. 699 
as quoted by Suidas s.v. Nuova is the following note: Nivea Opxnpatos eidos. Trav yap opxn- 
oewv 7 ev Bepexvytiakn Aeyerar, 7 S€ Kpyrixn, 7 dé apexy (1. 9 Kai muppixn with L). Nioua ody ra 
Bepextvtia* Nugias yap é€otw 7 Bepexuytiaxn, Kywoia S€  Kpnrixn.  év Mvoia yap kai Kvoooe 
emiehns | Opxnots. Mvoia there has been corrected to Nvoia, but in the light of 1615 Nvca 
and Nuoias are to be corrected to Mv and Muoias, for what has Nysa to do with the 
Berecynthian Mother? If Nysa and Dionysus are got rid of, everything fits together, and 
Sophocles is brought into line with Strabo ; cf. also Virg., Aen. ix. 619 buxus... Bere- 
cyntia Matris Idaeae, and Lucr. ii. 611 sqq. Ldacam vocttant Matrem, etc., the Curetes 
being mentioned in 1. 633. 

754. ap’evr’: the supposed elision-mark and breathing are uncertain. 

755- Gero: so L; Geka the recentiores. 

756. rnvd «6| npepavy povnv: OY tnvde y] MH. He; TCP Hucpa L; rd tueoa the 
recentiores; some editors, objecting to the crasis of r7 jpépa in Tragedy, write r98 <0 
nEepa OF 776° ev nuepa: 7H0€ Ofuepa Jebb. The accusative is quite as good as the dative, but 
whether the scribe understood the passage is doubtful, for no stop is required after povny. 

759. Bapecas rpos Olewv Suampakias: so MSS.; but whether the supposed traces of us are 
really ink is not quite certain, especially as the preceding a is rather large, so that Bapeia .. 
dvompagia may possibly have been the reading, at any rate originally. 

761. ppovj: so originally L, corr. by a later hand to gpovet, the reading of the 
recentiores. Jebb prefers ¢pov7u. 


1616. EURIPIDES, Ovestes. 


4:2 X 7-8 cm. Fifth century. 


A fragment from the middle of a leaf of a codex of Euripides, containing 
parts of Orestes 53-61 and 89-97, written on thin vellum with brown ink in a 
round calligraphic uncial hand of probably the fifth century. Elision-marks and 
high stops at the ends of lines are probably due to the first hand: a corrector, who 
used black ink, has altered the reading in Il. 60 and gt and added occasional 
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accents and stops (in 1. 56 in the middle position). This is the fifth fragment of 
the Orestes which has been obtained from Egypt ; cf. 1870. int. It is too short to 
have much bearing on the divergences of the MSS., but has a new reading which 
may be right in 1.61. The verso is in much worse condition than the recto. 16238 
was found with 1616. 


Recto. 
53 [nker yalo [els y[nv Meverews Tpotas ato 
[Aywleva de NalumArecov exmAnpov mAaTH 
55 |alkratow opper dapov ex |Tpo.as yxpovoy 
[dl\Aavot mAayxOes- tHv de dy modAvaTovor 
Edevny dvdagas vuxta py [Tis evordwv 
pe? nuepay areixyovoay lov ut INw 
maldles TeOvaowv es méz[pav eAOn Podas 
60 [mploureuweY ers dw nyelrepov eotiv 6 ecw 
[kAaova aldeAg[nv culudopas tle dwpatwv 


Verso. 
89 [e€ ovmep ata yeveOdrov KaT\nvulcev 
go |@ pedreos n TEKoVTa O ws SiwAlero- 
[ovrws exer tad walr azepyeey KaKols 
[mpos Oewy miBol av dnta por te mapbeve: 
[ws aoyodos ye asuyyo|vou mpocedpia: 
[Bovrer ragov pot] mpos Kaovyynrns porlel|{y 
95 [MnTpos Kedevers] TNS EuNS TLVOS Xap 
[Kouns amapxas Kale yous depovoa epas 
[aot 8 ovye Oepulrov mpos pirloly oretxley Tapov 


53- [els: és edd., as in]. 59 and 60. 

58. The supposed accent on oreixyovcay is somewhat uncertain, being really over the 
x: but in I. 59 the accent on rér[pev (which is also not quite certain) is above the r. 

59. mér|pav : mérpav Cod. Parisinus 27133 merpav other MSS.; merpav edd. Cf. 
1, 58,n. Whether 1616 had «dé, with most MSS. or «Ao: with Vat. is of course uncertain. 

61. ov|upopas: cuppopdy MSS. Cf. int. 

gi. The first hand may have written 3 letters where y« was substituted by the 
corrector. The MSS. vary between dzeipyxev (so 1616 corr., the Marcianus and edd.), 
ameipnka, and dreipnx’ ev, but the original reading here seems to have been different. 


97. pAloly: the MSS. vary between didov and idov: irov edd. o suits the size of 
the lacuna here better than o. 
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1617. ARISTOPHANES, Plutus. 


23°5 X 16-7 cm. Fifth century. 


Part of a sheet containing two leaves of a papyrus codex of Aristophanes, one 
of which has most of the first 60 lines of the Plutus, a play not hitherto repre- 
sented in papyri, while ofthe other leaf only a small fragment is preserved, which 
is insufficient for purposes of identification. The script is a mixture of uncial and 
cursive in a style resembling that of 1599, but somewhat later in date, and 
probably belongs to the fifth century, like most of the extant fragments of 
Aristophanes upon papyrus. The breathings and most of the accents, which are 
fairly numerous, are by the original scribe, who used brown ink ; but some accents 
were added in black ink, presumably by a different person. The stops, consist- 
ing of double dots marking a change of speaker or single high points, are, except 
at the end of 1. 35, by the first hand, as are probably the name of the speaker 
against |. 22, the glosses on Il. 34, 39, and 51, the iotas adscript, which were usually 
omitted in the first instance, and all the corrections except perhaps that in 1. 13 
and the correction or gloss in 1.17. An omission of two lines after 1. 19 seems to 
have been made good by an addition at the bottom. 

The corrected text is fairly accurate,'and shows the same tendency as that 
observable to a marked degree in 1874 (Wasps) to support the Venetus 
(ll. 17, 22, 32, 33, 40) rather than the Ravennas (ll. 38, 43, 51, but all points 
of minor importance). In two places (ll. 4 and 50) it agrees with the Parisinus (A) 
against both R and V. The only new variant occurs in 1. 49, 7a66’ for 70d6’, which 
makes no difference to the sense. The difficulties in ll. 17, 46, and 48 are not 
affected, the reading of the MSS. being apparently confirmed in each case. The 
circumstance that the P/uztus begins at the top of a page suggests that this play 
was the first of the codex, as in R and V: the same argument applied to 1871-4 
made the Clouds the first play of that collection; cf. 1871. int. 


Fol fecko, 

ws apyadéov mpayp'[al| ecru @ Zed klar Ocor 
dobdov yevérOar Tmapadpovotr|tos deamoTou 
nv yap Ta BédrTIC? 0 Oepdrwy dEe~\as TUX 
Sogn de pn Spay tavTa 7H! KexT|Npevo 

5 petexey avdykn Tov OeparovT|a Tov KaKwy 
TOU GO@PMATOS yap ovK Ea TOV KUpLoY | 
Kpately o Oatpov adda Tov ewr| npmeEvoy 


kat Tara pev On Tatra: Ta! dle Aolgira 
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os Oeamwdet tpimrodos ex xpulondatov 
IO peur dikacay peudopar ztlavtny ort 


LaTpos @Y Kal pavTls ws ghacy [coos 
y ~ , , r 
HéerXavxohovT amémeuwey poly tov deamorny 


Tv 
oars axlodovdele kal] e]|rd[ir]jr[[a]] avé[pamov tuddAov 
Tlovvavtiov dpwy ny] mpoonk avTw [7rovety 


15 [or yap Bremovres] tos tuddois nlyoupeba 
oluros 0 akodovber Klapné mpooBiagerar 
J.u 


k[at TavT amoxpivoluevov To maplatay ovde ypu 
ey|@ pev ovy ovk] €o6 onlws orynoopat 

19 |p nv kn ppaons o |tt Td axodovOovpey sore 

22 Xpen pa A’ arr addAlov Tov a|tepavoy nv urns TL pe 
iva paddov [aldyni[s|* Aqlpos ov yap mavoopat 
“pty av dpaons por tile wor eotiv ovroct 

a5 [evvous yap ov] cor [muvOavopat mavy opodpa 


6 lines lost 


Fol. I verso. 


r + 

32 [emepnooluevos ovy wtxdunv ws tov Oeov 

a 

[Tov enor] wey avtotd tod Taderwpou axedov 


[ndn voptlfalv] exrerogevaba Bior: exBeBA[ no ]Oau al ro 
. b 4 o . AcAoutrevat 

35 [Tov 0 voy] oomep wy povos fot Tvyxaver: 

[mevoope|vos €L xpn peTtaBardvra Tovu|s| Tporrovs 

[etvat mav|ovpyov: adtKol| v || vyles punde ev 


2 ) 
[os T@ Bio Tov7 adto vouioas oumpeEpery : 





E€lTrev 
[te Onta Pol.Bos ehaxey ex Tov OTEMPATwY: 


40 [mevoee caps yap 6 eos exe por Trade 
a 
loro gvvay|rnoeut mp@rov efidy 
[exeAevoe TolvTou pn peOrecOat p’ [ne] ere: 
[mevOew 6} euavtw ~vvaxodovbety orxade |: | 
[ 


kat To €vvjavtais Onta mpdra : TOU[T |@! : 
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AG [et ov guvijes tHy emi{voav tov Oeolv 
[ppagovea|y ® cka6rarle co capeotata 
[aokelv Tov] vioy Tov emi|xwploy TpoTrov 


[Tmt TovTo Kptlveis: OnAlov oTtn Kat TUPpAlw 
; Tavd 
‘yvevar dok\e ws aspodp [eore cupdepolv 


50 [To pndev aclxely vjyres ev T@ vuv| ypovert{: 

[ovk eo@ omws 0| xpyopos es TouTO pémet peplerat 
[@AA els ETEpov TL pelifov: nv O nut dpdont 
[ooTls ToT eoTiv olvToot Kat Tlo|y xaply 

[kat tov deopevos| nrAOe peta] voy ev Oade 


: peo 
[muOoiweO av tov x|pyloporv| o ze [voee 


OL 
OL 





[aye On ov morepov cavtov oalrils et| ppacers 


4 lines lost 


Fol. 2 verso. Fol 2 recto. 
11 lines lost to lines lost 

FCS 100 legates eso 
17 lines lost I OER ESS comic aur 


17 lines lost 


4. tavra: the accent is due to the corrector. rtadra A; 1 atra U; taira RV. 

12. avemepwev: |. anérepwe. 

Lie amroxpwo |uevou 3 OF amroxpwo |nevor, which is equally difficult ; arroKkpiwopeva IR 8 amroKpivo= 
pevov VAU; droxpuwédpevos Bentley. The interlinear writing does not seem to refer to the 
termination of the word and may be a gloss, as in |. 39; but it is not certain that. 
anything was written before a, and, as Dr. R. T. Elliott remarks, a may be merely 
a variation of spelling of €; cf. Il. 33, 41. 

19. The partly obliterated sign against this line seems to be distinct from the abbrevia- 
tion of Xpeu(vAos) immediately below and to refer to the omission of Il. 20-1, which were 
presumably supplied in the lower margin. 

22. afe[Alov: so VAU; R. adds ye. 

32, as: so VAU: apés R. 

33. rou: so VAU; om. R. 

34 marg. Similar but not verbally corresponding notes on éxrerokevo Oar occur in the 
extant scholia. 

37. There was possibly a stop (one or even two dots) after «, but none is 
required. 

38. avro: so RAU (adr): wbrée Cort. from airai(?) V. 

ouppepev: SORV; gvpp. AU. Cf. 1. 43, n. 

39. euev is an explanation of eAakev, not a variant. Double dots are expected at the 
end of the line, and perhaps the lower one has been effaced. 
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40. tradi: So V; rod’ RAU. 

42. Whether the papyrus had exedevse with VAU or exedeve with R is uncertain. 

43. Evvaxohovdeiy: so RAU; cura. V.- Cf. 1. 38, n. 

45. Evviles: so RV; éuvins AU. 
46. ppagovea|y: so MSS.; ¢pdgovros Cobet. The traces of the last letter suit y, 


48. rupdjo: so MSS.; rupdds Hemsterhuys.- The reading of the vestiges is very 
uncertain, and possibly there was a stop at the end of the line. 

49. trav: rovf’ MSS. ravé’ would be more likely to become roi@’ in view of the following 
ouppepoy than vice versa. 

50. xpovar: so AU; Bias R; gre (with yp. yéver kai xpévm in the marg.) V. 

5I. ets: SO RAU; es V, 

51 marg. For heplerau (a note on pemer) Cf. Schol. Junt. héperar, dmoBdéree wrk. But 
the vestiges are very doubtful. 


52. peli¢ov: : R also marks a change of speaker here, assigning jy 8 jyiv kr. to bep(dmwr), 
i. €. Kapioy, and |. 56 originally to Xp(epdDos). 


1618. THEOCRITUS, /dy/s v, vii, xv. 


Fr. 7 24-4x24 cm. Fifth century. Plate IV (Col. x). 


These fragments of a papyrus codex of Theocritus, originally about 40 in 
number, combined with the exception of a few minute scraps, which are not 
printed, to form parts of four leaves, of which two containing /d. v. 53-end and vii. 
1—13 are successive, and a third (vii. 68-117) is only separated from the second by 
an interval of one leaf, while the fourth (xv. 38-100) may have come much later. 
A narrow selis of the third leaf (Cols. vii-viii) was joined so that the verso corre- 
sponds to the recto of the rest of the leaf. All the leaves are much damaged, 
especially the first, of which the recto is barely legible anywhere owing to the dis- 
colouration of the papyrus, and the second, which is in almost the last stage of 
decay, so that decipherment is sometimes precarious. The script is a good-sized 
somewhat irregular uncial with a tendency to cursive forms, especially in a and A, 
and resembles the Cairo Menander Plates D and E and 1369 (Ocdipus Tyrannus ; 
Part xi, Plate vii): it most probably belongs to the fifth century rather than the 
early part of the sixth. Iota adscript was generally omitted. The height of the 
column varies from 32 lines in Col. ix to 25 in Cols. vii-viii. The first hand was 
responsible for a few corrections, for the marks of elision throughout, and in 
Id. vii for a number of accents and breathings, besides a breathing in v. 114. 
Elsewhere in /d. vii, i.e. in Col. viii frequently and more sparsely in Cols. iv and 
vii, accents and breathings were inserted by a corrector, who was not appreciably 
later than the first hand and revised Za. v and vii (not always very intelligently ; 
cf. vii. 101, n.), but apparently not xv, altering a number of readings and adding 
a few interlinear glosses (vii. 110) and stops (vii. 77). 
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The published fragments of Theocritus from Egypt have hitherto been very 
exiguous, being limited to 694, which contains parts of xiii. 19-34 (2nd cent.), 
some tiny vellum scraps of /d. i, iv, v, xiii, xv, xvi, xxii (Wessely, Wiener Stud. 
1886, 220sqq. and Mittheil. Pap. Rain. ii. 78 sqq.; 5th or 6th cent.) and of xi and 
xiv (Berliner Klassikertexte v. 1, p. 55; 7th? cent.),and a small piece of scholia on 
Vv. 38-49 (of. cit. v. 1, p. 56; Ist or and cent.), all of them being practically 
worthless. Hence, pending the publication of the nearly contemporary and very 
much longer fragments of a Theocritus codex found by Johnson at Antinoé, 1618 
is in spite of its lamentable condition the first papyrus contribution of any 
value for the text of that author. The Greek Bucolic poets are thought to 
have been collected two centuries after Theocritus by Artemidorus, whose son 
Theon edited Theocritus alone with a commentary. Additions to the collection 
were made by other grammarians down to the second century, and in the fifth and 
sixth centuries the Bucolic poets were much studied, but afterwards they suffered 
a long period of neglect. When in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries MSS. of 
them make their appearance, the collection of Artemidorus had been reduced to 


oe tee 


li...; (3) H (13th-14th cent.) with the order i-xv, xviii...; S (14th cent.) 
with the order i-xiv, émurdguos Biwvos, xv—xviii; (4) M (13th cent.), considered to 
be the second-best MS, for the earlier poems, with the order i-xvii; (5) V (late 
14th cent.) and Triclinius (c. 1300) with the same order as POT up to xiii, 
followed by ii, xiv, xv...; (6) AEU (all 14th cent.) with the order i-xviii; 
(7) O (12th cent.; the oldest MS., but still imperfectly collated) containing only 
Vv. 62-viii, allied to AE. In /d. xv, where the divergences of the MSS. are much 
greater than in v and vii, L (14th cent.), containing v. 55-xv ... but imperfectly 
collated in the earlier poems, supports V Tricl. 

1618, as would be expected from its comparatively late date, does not present 
a very correct text ; cf.1614. Apart from the usual difficulties arising out of the 
dialect and minor errors such as er’ for wey’ in vii. 100, wor for oo’ in vii. 103, ov 
for ov in Xv. 54, avras for avrat or avra in xv. 67, more serious corruptions occur 
in vii. 73 ta Zaves for ras Zeveas, xv. 99 pbeyéer [ru] of’ for POeyEerrar rs cad’. Inv 
1618 tends to support K against M (ll. 111, 115-16, 118, 148; 57 and 146 are 
doubtful) ; but in vii the opposite tendency is just as noticeable (Il. 79, 90, 109; 
against ll. 81-2, 85, 112), and in general the eclecticism of the papyrus is evident. 
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(peas Ji a) 


In v and vii new readings are rare, being confined to vii. 75 air’ édpvovro for aire 
pvort. and vii. 112 "E8p@ map Toray for “EBSpov map rotapov (both easier than the 
reading of the MSS.), and vii. 92 éy Speor for dv’ épea, which makes no difference 
to the sense. The difficulties in v. 118 and 145 recur, though in v. 116, 
where all the MSS. except S have gone astray, 1618 has the right reading. 
In xv, however, where the text of Theocritus is in a much more unsettled con- 
dition, there are several novelties of importance. Chief of these is [mépulow 
in 1. 98, confirming a generally accepted conjecture of Reiske for the corrupt 
omépxiv or mépynv of the MSS. Other valuable readings are 6xyAos aAadéws in 1. 725 
which seems to account for the variants of the MSS., and 6 kj ’Ayépovr|: p[tAlnbets 
which removes a difficulty in 1. 86; but in 1 38 kxareijmes does not solve the 
problem of that corrupt passage. pj dmomAayyOns for ux te mAavnO7s in |. 67 is also 
attractive, and «ie for ef r. in 1. 70 may be right, as possibly Aadeidoar for Aadedpes 
in]. 92. Considering the fragmentary condition of Cols. ix—x, the gains are not 
inconsiderable, and 1618 as a whole is an interesting specimen of a text which 
stands apart from the existing families of MSS. and seems to have been at 
least as good as that of K. That in the later poems, from xiv onwards, the 
condition of the text has suffered considerably since the fifth century is now 
probable, but the earlier poems do not seem to have undergone much change 
between the fifth and thirteenth centuries. On this subject, however, much 
fresh light may be expected from the Antinoé papyrus, which does not over- 
lap 1618, and consists largely of the later poems. 

With regard to the order of the /dyls, the placing of vii immediately after 
v is without parallel in the later MSS., but the arrangement in the contem- 
porary vellum fragments published by Wessely, in which v followed iv and 
xxii followed xiii, xv being also represented, was possibly identical. The 
occurrence of fragments of xv in conjunction with v and vii suggests that xv 
occupied an earlier position than usual, but the absence of revision in xv 
supports the natural presumption that this poem followed, not preceded, 
v and vii, whether the interval was large or small. 


Cola (Frs.. 1-2 recto): 
v. 53 [oTacw de kpatnpa peyay AlevKoto yadaKTos 
itais Nupdas otacw de Kat adeos| @AQov €AQL@ 
55 [ae O€ KE KaL TV poAnsS amadav mTEpL\y wde TATHOELS 


[Kat yAaxov avOevoay vmec|oeta de yiparpav 





[Ceppara Tay mapa tiv padakwTepa ToAlAakis apvev 


[cTacw © OKT@ pev yavriws To ITav\c yaXakTos 
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[oxrw de cxadpidas pedrtTos Aca Knypl’’ exouas 
60 [avrode feot trorepicde Kat avTobe Bovko|Acacdev 
[Tav gavTw matewy exe tas Spvas adda This Apple 
[ovdev eyo tHvw mo7ievopat adda Tov av|dpa 
[at Ans tov dpvtopov Bworpnoomes os Tas Epelikas 
65 [Tnvas Tas mapa tw EvdoxifeTa eat de Mopo|wy 


15 lines lost 








Col. ii (Frs. 1-2 verso). 

81 dadviy eylw| 0 avrais y[ipapws dvo mpav ox ebvoca 
Kau yap et Q7rod\d@v [pideet peya Kat KadXov avTw 
[kptlov eyo Booxw [ra de Kapvea kat dn edepre 

“mAav dvo Tas Aollmas didvpatokos atyas a |wed yo 

85 Kat # a mais m[oOopevoa taday deyet avTos| apedyers 
~ gev gpev Aakaly tot Tadrapws cyedov ekate mdnpor 
Tup® Kat Tov [avnBov ev avOeot maida podvver 
~Badr\er Kau Hd\Aowot Tov aimodov a KvXeapiota 
Tas altyas TalpedwvTa Kat adv TL TommuALacde 

go Knpe [yap o Kparidas tov motmeva dElos vTavtwr 
expailver Aimapa de map avxeva ceveT €Oeipa 
“arn ov aujuPAnT ect. KuvoaBaTos ovd avenova 
Tpos ploda tev avdnpa map atpaciato mepuKer 


15 lines lost 


Col. iii (Frs. 3-6 recto). 
I line lost 
I1o ToL TETTLYye[S Olp[nTE Tov atTorov ws EpEOi~w 
[ovrw|s yupes Onv epeOicder[e Tws Kadapevtas 
[Mige|o Tas OacvKepkos adjwmelkas as [ra Mixwvos 


Ino 
[avec Potlrwoat Ta ToPeorepa pladovtt 


[kale yap eyo puaew tws KavOlapos bu ta Pirfwvda 
115 [ou|ka KaTatpwyovTes vmavepioe popeovTat 


[n oly pepvno or eywv tv Kat ndaoa Kat TU gecap[ws| 


vie 


v. 120 


124 


135 


140 


150 


POE COXYRIEYNCHUSEPAPY RI 


[ev] moTektykhigev Kat Tas Spvos nxeo THras 

TOUTO fev ov peuvayl olka pay moka Tede TU Olnoas 
Evyapas exabnpe Kgrws padrja tovro y' solape 

[non] tus Mopoloy mi\kpaliverat n oye Tmapata bev 
\oKLAA|as iwy ypalas amo calaros avTika TLAAELY 
[kKnyo pay kv lee Mopowy tiva Kat Tu de Aevoces 
4 lines lost 

a mat\s av[O vdaros ta Kadmidt knpta Baar 


SS a 


Tat pely eulat KuTicov TE Kal alytrov avyes €dovTt 
Kat o|xolvov mlareovTe Kal Ev KOmapoloL KEOVTL 
[Tat\ou o Eats [olegor TapeoTe pev a pedrlTELa 
[PelpBeoOar |roddos de Kau ws poda Kiobos eravber 
[ov|k €pap’ AlAKemmas ort we mpav ovk ediAnoe 
[Tlov wrwv KaOedro1s oKa a Tav haccay cdoKxa 
adr eyo Evindevs epapar peya Kat yap ok avT@ 
Tav ouptyy |wlpiega Kadov TL pe KapT ediAnoev 
“ov Oeuitoy Aakeor mot andova Kiocas epicdey 


ovd’ emomas x{ukvoiot tv 8 w Tadav Ecol pirex Ons 


Col. iv (Frs. 3-6 verso). 
1 line lost 
[Swpertat Mopowr ray apvida kat tv] de Obvoals 
[rais Nuppats Mopowrt kaldov Kpeas avtika me uryov 
[wero vat rov| ava ppiluacio|c(o| Taloa Tpaylo|Kor 
[yuy ayeha] Knyoly yap 16 wls peya [rovro] Kaxalgo 
[Katt Alaxwvos t[/@ molpevos orre mo\K On 





[avuloapav Tov apvoy es w@pavov [vppiy| adrevpar 

ayes epat Oapoete KEepouyides aupltoly vppe 

Tagas eyo Aov.a|o SvBapitidos evdoOt| Aruivas 

ouTos o Xevkiz\a|s o Kopum|riAlos ec Tiy’| oye v|oeius 

Tav atywy pddrac|ow| tu mp | y [ele KaAX(Lelpnola 
tats Nupdas [ray apvoy o 8 av mad ara] yevoipui av 
at pin Tv prAlacoatpe MedjavOr0s avite Koplatia 

: : é ; ‘ j ; ; esi) 


3 lines lost 


Vil. 4 
5 
6 
7 
6 
8 


Io 


68 


70 
Te 


80 
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[k Avrvyevns dvo texva Avkwmeos et Tt te|o [elo 6[Aov 
[xa@v tov er avobey amo Kydutias Te] Kal auTw [ 
[Xadxwvos Boupwav og ex mo80s avue] Kpavay 

[ev y eveperoapevos merpa yovu Tat] de map av[ray 
[Xarkovos Boupivay os ex todos avue k|pavay [ 
[atyepoe m\reAlear Te evoKioy adcos Elpaleyfov 
[xA@potor|y mleTadorcr KaTnpepees Koptlowoat 

[Koura| Tay [uecatay odoy avupes ov|de To capa 
[auiv to Blpacida katehawwero Kau To\y odiray 
e[cOXov culy Mioicaicr Kudevixoy evlpoule|s dvdpa 


ovrjopa] pe[y Avxidav ns & aumodos ovde] KE TLS ply 


Cols. v-vi lost 

Col. vii (Fr. 7 recto). 
[kvuga tT]! aogodedrlwo re molAvyvaunro TE GEALV@ 
[Kae molulale parakals peuvnplévos Aycavacros 
[autaoliv Kudikela]ou Kae es Tpvy]a yeidos epedwy 
[avrnoledvri[y]] Se poor Svo [rouperfels eis per Ayxapveis 
[ets de] Avxerizas [o] Se Tirupols eyyv0ev atfoer 
[os molkka ta Bavés nodooato [dalpvis o Bouvras 
[X@s] opos aud’ emoveiro Kau ws Sptes avrov €Op| nv levy 
[I]ue[pla air’ edvovro map bxOaow TOT apLolo 
EUTE XIOY WS TIS KATETAKETO paxpov ip Aiplov 
n Aber 7 Podsrav 4 Katxacov eaxatoalv|ra 
aces & ws rox’ [é\Sexro Tov aumédov evpea Adpvat 
(@ov eovta Kaklaliow atacbadinow avaxros 
ws Te viv a oiplat Aletpavdbe PepBov inca 
Kedpov es adecay [padrlaxos dvOeor pédooat 
OUVEKG Te Mowo{a] kata [or|bparos yée véxrap 
[@| faxapiore Kouata tv Onyv rade repr TemrovOeis 
[kali 7d KatexddoOns es Aalpvaxa Kat TY pedooay 
[knpia] pepBopuevos Eros [wplov egerévnoas: 
[ad em] EHor (wots evapliO|utos wpedes Ayev 
[ 


ws Tol eyloy evduevoy av pea Tas Kadas avyas 


174 


Vil. 90 


100 


105 


I1O 


crs 
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[peovas eloaiwy tv Sd vmo dpvow y y UTO TEVKa/LS 
[adv pe|Acoddpe| vos Karek(e]KAl[e]]eoro Ofece] Koularja 


|xo pev| TOTS elT@V amreTravcaTo [Tov dle per] av bus 


L 


[Nupdplae kn’ edidlagaly ev @pect PBovklorleovra 





Col. viii (Fr. 7 verso). 
[ecO\a ta mov kale Zialvos| em [Olpdrioly dyayle papa 
[aha toy ex] talv|rey pey’ vmecpoxoy orte y acide 
fapgevp] add (umaxdjualoy emet] plidJos ergo Mowwaus 
Siptydae plev] Epwres enénrapov. 7 yap [0 detAos 





ma.dos um0 omddyxvoirw exer TO0ov oidey [Apiotis 

ecOdos avijp per apiotos dv ovdé Kev avTos aedlew 

PoiBos ovv hbppryyt wapa rpimddecot perdipor 

ws €k Tatoos Aparos iim ooteoy aié’-er’ épwrt 

tov pot Ilav Opodras eparov [rlédov ware édoyyxas 

akAntov Kelivolo Pidras es ylepas epeloas 

er eat apa Pidivos 6 par(Oalkds efre Ts adXos 

Ker pev TadO épdois w IIfav] pide: pun te ov traides 

Apkadtkol oxirdalijow to mrevpas Te Kal epfov]s 

[Tlavika paotifoey ore Kpéa tuTO% mapein | 

et 6 dAhos vevoais KaTa pev xpba mavr [ovuxerot 
ev akaAndats 

daxvopevos Kvalcato| Kat ev Kvidaicr [Kabevdos 


[elns 0 Holalvav pely ely bpeor yetparie pecow 
[EB]po map] worape z[e\rpappévols eyyvbev apxrouv 
ev d€ O€pele muparo.or [rJalp] As Oc\orecot vi opevors 
meTpat [uTrlo BAeptwv 60ev ouxére Ne[tAos oparos 
uppes O Tletedos Kat BuBdd0s add XAurovtes 
[valua klar Orkev|vra ar[Olas [edjos aumd Aljwvas 


[@ u)aArolvow Epwre|s epe[vOopérjoroww opol cor 


Some columns lost 


xv. 38 


40 


45 


55 


60 


65 
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Col. ix (Frs. 8-16 recto). 


[adda Kata y]vopwav anleBa to Toro Kar ecmes 

[Top ]rex[olvoy pepe por klar Tar] Ooditay Kata [Koopov 
[anpldes ovk af Tv Texvjov polpuw dSaxkrler ummos 
[Salkpve [olora Aedes ywror [8 ov dle tu yeriecOa 
leprapels Ppvyia tov plikxov mailode aBlovca 

[Tay Kuv’ elo@ Kadecor Tia avielav] a|mokAagov 

[@ Oeor oocols ox[A]os mals Kat ToKa TolvTo Tl €pacat 


xen To Kakoly puppalkes avapiO|uor x[ar apeT]poie 
[mova Tor w II z]odAc pare merointar Kara epy)a 





[e€ @ ev abavarors o Texwy ovdets KaKkoepylos 

3 lines lost 
a[dijora [Topyot te yevoupeOa tor modEutorat 
immolt T\@] BlaciAnos avep pire pn pe Tatnons 
[o]pGos alvjectia o muppos 18 ws ayptos Kvvobapons 
pas pevén dtaxpnoeta: tov ayorra 


wvalO|ny pleyadws ore poor to Bpedos pever evdov 
‘Oaploe IT pagivoa kat dn yeyevnued omicbev 
To 0 [eBay es yopav KavTa ovvayerpopar non 

1 line lost 
[ex mlaidos omrevdwmpes oxAos modus apply emipplec 
[e€] avdlas @| palre|p eyl@v w Texva mrapevOe)i[v] 
evpape|s| ets Tpotav mleipopevor nv]Oov Axatot 
[kalANtorat maidoy nletpat Onv mavra] TerAELTAL 
[xenc|uos a ml[pecButis amwxeTo Oec|mig~aca 
[mav|ra yuvalices toavTe kat ws Zevs ayldyeO Hpav 
[Oacal IIplagivoa mept ras} Oup[as oaaos olutdos 
[Oeomectos Topyou dos} trav yepa plot AalBe Kae tv 
[Evvoa Evrvxidos rojrex’ avras pn [alronAayyOns 
[macat ap ecoevOwpes| ampié exev Elv|voa apor 


[orpor derkara diya pev|] To Oeptatptov n[O]|n 
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Col. x (Frs. 8-16 verso). Plate iv. 
xv. 70 fecxeot|ac Topyou mor-[rw Atos €\be yevoto 
[evdaipwly wvOpwme [pvrac|cev 7 ovmexovoly plev [ 
[ouk em eluiv pey oplws de] furagopat oxdos adrabeols 
[wbevv0| wore|p ves Oapoe|e yuvar ev Kadrw eLpes 
[kes wpals Knieita Pid alvdpav ev Kadrw uns 
75 [@mpe Tepia|ren [Alolv xpnorou klorKTe:ppovos alvdpos 
[PrAiBera] Evrjoa appiy aly w detrta [rly Bifagev 
[KlaArXo[r ev|dole macat o tay vivoy et) almoxAagas 
(Uplaéijvoa] mojray wde ta moka mpatoly abpnoov 
[Aelnra [Kat ws yapievTa Oewy mepovjaluata haces 


80 [molry[e AOnvaca mova oh emovacay epiOor 





3 lines lost 
[avros 6 ws Santos ew apyupeas KaTaKelT lat 
85 [kAlcp@ mpatoy LtovAoy amo KpoTradwy| KjaTa|BadhrA@ 
[o tpipirnros Adwyis o Knv Ayepor|re P[iAlnOas 
[mavoac@ w dvotavot avavuTa KwTIdAlola| a 
[Tpvyoves exkvatcevyTt TAaTELaTOoLTal almay|ra 
[ua molev wyOpwmos te de TLV EL K@TIAGL ELpeEls 
go [maccapevos emitacoe Supakooiars emizac|cecs [ 
[ws eldns kat TouTo KopivOia etpes avwder| 
[ws kat 0 BedAXdepodov ITedomovvaciott Aadrjevoae [| 
[dw|picdiev 8 e€ects dolkw Tous [Alwpitee|oor 
xen gun Miedrrta@des os apwv| Kaprepols| ein 
95 TAalv| evlos ovk areyw pn pot Kevealy amopuaéns 
“oldyn TI plagwvoa pedder tov Adovily aedefev 
a tas Apyéias Ovyarn|p [roduidpis aloud dos 
atis Kat |mepulowv Tov Ladlepov apiaTeuce 
poeyéee [Tt] op oda Karoly SiaOpymrerar non 
100 decrow’ [a] Toryas re Kae I[dadtov eptAnaas 





v. 53. The vestiges of Il. 53, 56, 58, 60-2, and 65 are too slight to give a real clue. 

57. Todas: so KH?AE (and O according to Wilamowitz, who, however, elsewhere 
states that this MS. begins at 1. 62); rerpdxts MPQTH!. There are fairly distinct traces 
of X, but possibly it was corrected from or to p by the first hand. 

87. tupw: the seems to have been corrected from o», 


OLS OCKRITUS SI DVLSe V, LIES Gl 


III. xyes: SOK; & dupes or y’ Uppes the rest. 
epeCader[e : so most MSS. ; épeditere KMP. 


114. eyo: so MSS.; ey» edd. since Brunck. Cf, 1. 116, where 1618 has eyo, but 
most MSS. and edd. ey. 


TI5. popeovra: so KOHA 3 roréovrac MPQTYV, v.1. in schol. 

116. [y olv: 7 is omitted by OPTQ! Tricl., but must have been written here. 

Menno’: SO KP (yewvao’) according to Hiller; but according to Wilamowitz KP have 
péuva like MHA'E, others reading péuvao’. 

or’: so MSS.; & Tricl., edd. For eyor Cf. 1. 114, n. 

ECGs peso 8 Il, €lVEO. z 

118. pay woxa: so K yp. (dxa pdv moka riv roe djoas) M?PQT'H!S? Tricl. ; pav the rest ; 
pay ro. Wilamowitz. 

tetde: SOK 5 reivde P; ride Q; rHde MOAS. 

121, [oxAd]as toy: the reading is uncertain, but no variant is known. 

129. olyowov: so ASL; cyivov other MSS., edd. 

144. tov: so MSS. except K? (ray; so edd.). 
145. kepovxides: SO MSS, xepovdides and kepouAkides are vv. Il, in the scholia ; xepodrides 
Ahrens. 

146. Aw[vas: so MAE; but the vestiges are too slight to decide with certainty between 
this and kpa[ vas (KOP). 

148. 1 y’ [ele: soKO &c.; # eye M'PQ Tricl.; # yé we Schaefer. Cf. vii. 88, n. 


vii. 5-6. The v of avra[ has a stroke through it in the black ink used by the corrector, 
and it is not clear whether he rewrote that letter or was making a flourish at the end of 
xpavay when inserting 1.6 in its proper place. Line 7 was placed before 1. 6 by the first 
hand. The final letter of xpavay is not much like » in either place, but no variant is known. 

8. épawov is the reading of the MSS., corrected to Spawor by Heinsius, comparing Virg. 
Licl. ix, 42 lentae texuni umbracula uites. All that survives in the papyrus is an accent by 
the corrector (as is that in ]. 12) and traces ‘which are reconcilable with ga and », 

10. The first hand apparently wrote onya, 

£2-13. It is not certain that the fragment containing ¢{ and ow{ at the beginnings of 
lines is correctly placed here. 

13. uy: apparently corr. from wy, rather than vice versa. ju» MSS.; ww edd. 

69. The first hand perhaps wrote Ayavakros like P. 

70. avra|w: so (or avratct) MSS.; avaow Schaefer; atrais év Valckenaer. The 
traces of a letter preceding » do not suit e. 

71. The v of avAnoleuvrs seems to have been corrected or added by the second hand, 
which crossed out the superfluous » at the end. 

73. Ta Zaves: |. ras Hevéas (or eveas) with KMO &c.; égevias PS; av.l. Eavbas (i, e. 
Zdv6as) is recorded by the scholia. 

74. apd’ erovero: so Ahrens; dudemoveiro Wil. with KPH; auderodeiro OSQAE 
Tricl.; in M v is corr. from A. The apostrophe does not necessarily imply that the scribe 
regarded au and enoverro as two words; cf. e. g. V. 116 Kkar'nAaca. 

75+ air’ epvovro: aire gvovre MSS. The intransitive use of gvo is very rare in 
early writers, but occurs again in Theocr. iv. 24 cada mévea gvovte (where, however, HS 
read @vovrat) and in Mosch. ili. 108. aur’ epvovro removes a difficulty, but may be only an 
emendation or a slip due to the other imperfects ; cf. xv. 86, n. 

78. The first hand wrote aoe: and seems to have omitted é of Aapva€, 

79. atacOadinow: so M3 adracéadiaow KP. 


N 
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80. Aleiuarde : Aetpovddeyv KP; Aetwwvobi M ; Yepordbe the rest (?). Above the vo the 
corrector has apparently crossed out a grave accent by the first hand, which at the end of 
the line seems to have written vovea like P. 

81. dvOeor: so K; 1. dvOecar, 

82. [orlsparos xée: so KP &c.; ordpa eyxee M. 

83. Kouara: the MSS. wrongly accentuate this paroxytone. 

nemovoeis: ovbe is very doubtful, and memer.. might be read; but mo variant is 
known. 

85. e£endyvnoas: so most MSS. (éfemdvacas) ; e&erékecoas OM and v.1. in the scholia. 

86. eyo: so most MSS.; euet P, edd. 

88. 7 y vmo: i) tmd MSS. There is room for two letters between 7 and v, and y’ is 
uncertain; but cf v. 148. 

gO. ameravoato: SO most MSS., edd.; dveravoaro K. 

g2. xn’ edidlafalv: nue didagav MSS. apparently. 

ev d[peat: dv’ dpea MSS., a reading which may well be due to the proximity of dy’ apea 
ine ove | Gloint. 

94. ort y aedSewv: so O Tricl. and v.1. in the scholia.. The vestiges are very faint, 
but do not suit rv yepaipe(e)v, the ordinary reading. 

96. 72 li 

98. Aparos: so KMPQA’; “Qparos SA? Tricl. 

100; per : |. pey’. Cf. the next note. 

TOL. petapor: peyaipo MSS. except P (peyaiper). Probably the first hand wrote peyatpot, 
and the corrector altered it wrongly, being apparently under the influence of the incorrect 
per’ inl. roo. Ther is clear; pe-yaipor (cf. 1. 102, n.) cannot be read. 

102. The first hand had divided wrongly a6’ er, which the corrector altered by a stroke 
connecting 6 and «; cf. xv. 70, n. 

103. Opddras: so KM; 6puddov HO; éuddov with » suprascr. P ; Madéas Ahrens. 

@ote: |, bate. 

104. ke[ivo|io: so KMP &c.; ryvowo H. Above the « is a superfluous accent added 
by the corrector. 

epeioas : the corrector apparently added an accent above ep, but crossed it out, adding 
one over wc, though that is really more like a rough breathing. 

IO5. «tr ear apa Surivos: so MSS. except S (etre ®. ap’ eoriv), 1618's accent on Srivos 
should have been circumflex. 

106. xev: so S, edd.; xiv the rest. 

raid’; so H &c.; rad’ KMP. 

épdois : SO KMPE?; epdes HSE’. 

ov: so K?; rv most MSS. and edd. 

108. pacrifoey : paoriadouev MSS. apparently. 

10g. vevoas: somost MSS.; vevoets K; vevoors PS, What the first hand wrote instead 
of addas is obliterated. 

110. With the gloss on ev xvidaox cf. schol. xvidn tp’ nudv, adxadynpy dé br’ ’Arrixav. 

III. wpeor: ovpeor, KMP &c. 

112. [EB ]pa ral p| TOTaLW : a New reading. The first hand wrote [EB]pov rra{ p| ToTapov. 
€Bpov map mor. S; etpov map mor. KMOPHA. Cf. int. 

t[e|rpaypévo[s: so most MSS.; xekdipévos K yp. MPTQ?; rerpaypévov some late MSS. 
The corrector at any rate must have read -pévos, not -pevor. 

113. The first hand wrote Ad loro. 

116. Otxevlyra: so S and schol.; oikedvras O ; oixedvres the rest; Oixodyra Hecker. 
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XV. 38. roluto kareimes: todro Ka «. KL; 7. kano e, PHS?AE; 7. xad’ e, some late 
DISSs. Tov TOKa €, OF val kaddv eiras the old edd. Cf. int. 

41. [dalxpve: so MSS.; Sdxpu’ edd. 

[oloca Oehes: So KP &c.; S00’ ebéders HS. @ is corr. from or + by the first hand. 

42. mai|rSe: so most MSS. ; maida K, 

54. Evvoa ov delvén: Evvda od hevén MSS. It is possible that o was added above the 
line after a[, but the o of ov was not corrected. 

59: empple: these two letters are on a separate fragment of which the position is 
uncertain, 

60. eylav w rexva mapevOe][v, The supposed x is represented by the tip of a stroke 
above the x of Axatoi in |. 61, which suggests « or p. The MSS. vary between réxva efra 
mw. H'SW Tricl., & réxva etra ow. AEL, and & réwva 7. KPH? The objection to the 
restoration of either of the first two readings is that mapevOe}[» would not come at the right 
point and with zalp{evOew the last letter or two would be expected to be visible, whereas 
a vestige of ink at the end of the line is too near the supposed p to be the final v of evOet|v 
and seems to be the accent of Ayauol. 

62. [ka]\kuorac: so D and another Paris MS. according to Ahrens, and a Venetian 
MS. according to Ziegler; Kéddore P; kaddlora K &c., Wil. 

64. Hpav: so KP; "Hpnv most MSS. 

67. avras: avra() or aita MSS.; adra Wil. 

Ln [alromAayyOns : py te (OF tv) mravyOjs MSS. amomdayx67s, an aorist often found in 
Homer, may well be right. For the hiatus cf. e.g. the reading of the MSS. in vii. 88. 

68. exev: so most MSS.; eye KH. 

apov: so most MSS. rightly; dona K; dpois P. 

70. Topyo: so most MSS.; Topy KE. For the stroke connecting wor and rw (by 
the first hand) cf. vii. 102, n. 

€\Be : ete MSS. Cf. int. 

Gb gvdag |oev : so S; vAdoceo the rest. 

rT ovmexovoly: |, tdpTexovolv. 

72. dvdagoua: so MSS.; g@vdakodua the ancient editions. 

adabeols : adéws K 3 dbpdws PA; aOpws M ; aépdos (sometimes after dxNos) other MSS. ; 
dOapéws Ahrens. adabews accounts satisfactorily for the reading of K and the attempts to 
emend it. The traces suit s a very well. 

77. ev|do[c: if ev]do[v, the usual form in the MSS., had been written, part of the » would 
have been expected to be visible ; but this is not certain. 

86. Adwvis o Kv Axepor]ru Pl }nOers : "Ad. & xnv Ax. pireirae most MSS. apparently 
(prrqrac K) 5 "Ad. Os env Ax. hireirar PV 5 “Adv ds xnv’Ay. pireirae Ahrens; ”"Adwms 6 Ky ’Ay. 
gAnrés Reiske, which comes near the reading of the papyrus. 6 for ds relative, though 
common in Homer, seems to be very rare, if found at all, elsewhere in Theocritus; but 
piAnOeis would be a natural emendation to some one who misunderstood o... girerrar. Cf. 
int. and vii. 75, n. 

Q2. Aad evo : hadrevpes MSS. Cf. int. 

Q4. €t7: OF etnt. 

96. ovyn: so K; otya other MSS. 

98. [mepu|ow: so Reiske for omépyw or mépxnv (K). The restoration is fairly certain, 
for though e (but no other letter) might possibly be read instead of o, there is not room for 
five letters in the lacuna, and the traces suit o better. Cf. int. 

99. pbeyée: [ri] of’: PbeyEci ri capa P; Pbeykcirai r odd’ other MSS. rightly. 

100. Todyws: sO K 3 yody or yodyév the rest. 
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1619. HERODOTUS iii. 


Fr, 10 =10-8X13-5 cm. Late first or early second cen- 
tury.. Plate V (Fr. 10). 


These portions of a roll containing the third book of Herodotus belong, like 
1092 (fragments of the second book in a different hand), to the large find of literary 
papyri made in 1906 which produced 1082-8, 1174-6, 1231, 1233-5, 1359-61, 
1610-11, &c. About 40 pieces, subsequently reduced by combinations to 25, 
have been identified ; but several of the still more fragmentary texts accompany- 
ing the Herodotus were written in hands so similar that small pieces of the various 
texts can hardly be distinguished, and two of these MSS., Homer, N-Z 
and a tragedy (?), seem to have been actually written by the scribe of the 
Herodotus: we have therefore ignored for the present a large number of un- 
identified scraps. Parts of about 220 lines scattered over chs, 26-72 are 
preserved, the earlier columns being better represented than the later. The 
hand is a well-formed round uncial of medium size, of the same class as P. Brit. 
Mus. 128 (Homer ¥-2; Kenyon, Class. Texts, Plate viii, there dated too early), 8 
(Alcman?; Part i, Plate ii), and the Berlin Alcaeus (Schubart, Pap. Graecae, 
Plate xxix b), and no doubt belongs to the period from A.D. 50 to 150. Some 
documents of the Domitian-Trajan period, e. g. 270 (A.D. 94; Part ii, Plate Vili) 
and P. Fay. 110 (A.D. 94; Plate v), are written in practically uncial hands of 
a similar type, and the care with which iota adscript is inserted also supports a 
late first-century date. K is written in two pieces separated by a space, and 
Y is y-shaped. The columns had 39-40 lines, and the beginnings of lines tended 
to slope away slightly to the left. The lines range from 21-6 or 27 letters, 
with an average of 23-4. , The common angular sign is used for filling up short 
lines. Punctuation was effected by short blank spaces and paragraphi, which 
in the case of longer pauses are combined with a coronis, as e.g. in the British 
Museum Bacchylides papyrus. A few stops (in the middle and low positions) 
which occur (Il. 177, 332, and 410) are not due to the original scribe; but he was 
responsible for the breathings in Il. 180 and 434, the occasional diaereses over 
initial . or v, as well as for the insertion above the line of an omitted word (1. 446), 
and probably for the corrections or alternative readings added above the line 
between dots in ll. 143, 327, and 380. The MS. has undergone considerable 
revision, for at least two cursive or semiuncial hands, which are different from 
that of the main text but approximately contemporary with it, can be dis- 
tinguished in various notes in the upper ‘margin or between the columns, either 
correcting or explaining the text (ll. 69, 131, 355, 379, 410, nn.). 
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1619 is nearly 14 times as long as 1092, which is much the longest Herodotean 
papyrus published hitherto; the others, most of which also come from 
Oxyrhynchus (18, 19, 695, 1244, 1375, P. Munich in Archiv, i, p. 471, Ryl. 55, 
Brit. Mus. 1109 in Viljoen, Herodoti Sragmenta in papyris servata, p. 443 cf. 
also the lemmata in P. Amh. 12), are quite small. Since 1619 is also the earliest 
or one of the earliest authorities for the author (P. Munich is ascribed to the 
first or second century, the rest to the second or third), it is of considerable value 
for the history of the text. The mediaeval MSS. are divided into two groups 
known as (a) the Florentine, headed by A (tenth century) and B (eleventh century), 
and (8) the Roman, headed by RSV (all fourteenth century): C, an eleventh 
century MS. of group (a), P (fourteenth century ; mixed) and E (excerpts only ; 
thirteenth century) and other late MSS. are unimportant. Stein gave a decided 
preference to (a), regarding unsupported readings of (8), which had been preferred 
by Cobet and other scholars, as in most cases conjectures. Hude puts the value 
of the two families almost on an equality, with a slight preference for (a). 1619 
bears practically the same relation as 1092 to the two groups, the agreements 
with (a) being nearly twice as numerous as those with (8). A similar relation 
is traceable in two of the other Herodotean papyri (19 and 1244; the others, so 
far as they go, support (a), except P. Amh. 12); and the evidence is now 
sufficiently extensive both to afford a substantial justification of the eclectic 
method pursued by Hude before the appearance of 1092, and to confirm the 
natural superiority on the whole of the older group. The tendency to 
attest the antiquity of suspected interpolations, which is so often exhibited by 
papyrus texts and is already traceable in regard to Herodotus (cf. Viljoen, of. ciz. 
p- 59), is illustrated by 1619 in Il. 28 and 69, where rév xaxév probably and 
KaAeopevous Certainly occurred, though in both cases bracketed even by Hude, who 
is more conservative in this respect than his predecessors. Other passages in 
which the text of the mediaeval MSS. is confirmed against changes introduced by 
modern scholars are ll. 17, 147, 168, 333, and 411. Here the traditional reading 
can generally be defended without much difficulty, but not in 1. 168, nor perhaps 
in |. 333.. With regard to new readings, in 1]. 108, a passage in which the 
repetition of the same word oxvAa€ had caused a difficulty, 1619 omits the word 
in the third place in which it occurs in the MSS., while modern editors have 
proposed to omit it in the second, and in |. 267 the redundancy of the expression 
od TOAA® peTeTeta xpdvw Botepov is remedied by the apparent omission of torepov. 
The addition of rijs before ev Alyiyy in ll. 383-4 may well be right, but the 
omission of vy after rovrwy in 1. 320 may be merely a slip. The solution of 
the crux in], 319, where the MSS. are corrupt and 1619 had a shorter reading, 
is barred by alacuna; cf.1l.443-4,n. The other new readings concern the dialect, 
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in which respect 1619 is not conspicuously more correct than the MSS., as is 
shown by e.g. the forms édvxavedvro (1. 19), kptoe (1. 175), and ode (l. 344). 
mpfixua, an alternative reading in ll. 327 and 380, though not found in the Moss 
is known in the fifth century B.C. from a Chian inscription; cf. Smyth, /ozzc 
Dialect, § 350. For KapBvonv, a new form of the accusative as far as 
Herodotus is concerned, see 1. 176, n. Regarded as a whole, the text of 1619 
is free from scribe’s errors (one seems to have occurred in |. 374, another in 1. 131 
to have been corrected subsequently) and generally sound, presenting not many 
novelties, but combining most of the good points in both the families (a) and 
(8). Of an alternative recension with great variations, such as that indicated in 
1092. ix, there is no trace. 

Before the discovery of Herodotean papyri the origin of the two lines of 
tradition represented by the MSS. was naturally not the subject of much 
discussion. Editors of Herodotus from Wesseling to even Hude were content 
to assume the existence of an archetype of the two families, and to aim at 
reconstructing it without much regard for the question whether it was 
Alexandrian, Roman, or Byzantine. In 1909 Aly (Rhein. Mus. \xiv. 591 sqq.) 
put forward the hypothesis that (a2) mainly represented the Alexandrian text 
as edited by Aristarchus,'(8) the pre-Alexandrian vulgate in a redaction of the 
time of Hadrian; but this view, which would cut the ground from the archetype- 
theory, has not gained much acceptance, and is controverted by Jacoby in 
Pauly-Wissowa’s Realenclycl. Suppl. ii. 516-17. 1619 certainly does not lend it 
any support. Jacoby himself is also sceptical about the validity of the current 
archetype-theory, and is disposed to regard the two families as quite ancient 
recensions, parallel to the papyri. But the most natural inference to be drawn 
from the eclectic character of 1092 and 1619 is that these first-second century 
papyrus texts were older than the division of the families (a) and (8), which 
seems to have taken place not earlier than the fourth century; cf. 1092. int. and 
Viljoen, tp. c7z. _p. 56. By. the, first century the text of Herodotus had 
reached a condition which is only slightly better than the text recoverable from 
a combination of (a) and (). 

Frs. 3, 7, 10, and 20 are from the tops of columns, Fr. 14 from the bottom, 
the rest from the middles. The point of division of lines is quite uncertain in 
Frs. 1, 2, 13, 23, and 24, and the proposed arrangement of Frs. 9, 20, and 25 is 
only tentative. 


Cols ihre 1): Cols iit (Fr. 2): 
aywyolvs almixopuevor 26 6 em |id[a|iverOar 27 


elioe els ] Tore mavzi[es 


1619. 


exolvor plier 
Alcxpiovilns pu[Ans 
5 atre|xou| oe 


Col. iv (Frs. 3-6). 
IO | ploy 
[ovros ye 0 Oeos atap Toil vers 
[ye ov xalpovtes yeAwra] ewe On 
[cece Tavta eimas evelrerdato 
\TOLoL TaVTa Mpnooover Tou|s pev 
15 [tpeas amopactiywoa Aijyumre 
lav de Tov add\wv Tov av AlaBw 
[ot optagovTja KTeivley 
[on dtedeAv]To Atyvmriofict] oc de 
o dle Anfus> 
20 [remAnypelvos Tov pr[pov eb 


ve [ev T@L tlpwr KaTax|Elpevos 


[pees eduKatlevyTo 








Kat [Tov pev] TeAeuTNG[avTa EK 


Tov T[pwpatols eBarraly ou tpees 


apne Kap|Bvoclw KapBvons 30 


25 Oe ws [Aeyovot AryumTion avTiKka 
dia zTlovTo To adiknpa epavn 
ewy [ovde mpotepov ppevnpns 
“Kal T[poTa fev Tov Kakwv e£ep 
[yacato Tov adjeAgelov Spepdu € 
30 [ovra matpos Kat] pytipos THs av 
[tTns tov aremelpe [es ITepoas 


[pOover e€ Atyv}mrov oft To Tofov 





[wovvos ITepaew|y ogov [re em dvo 
15 lines lost 


TEL ODOLUS lil 


af.ios pev ye Avyu|mtimy 29 


op|rn pev 


kexapn|koTes optal orev 
] o KapBolons 


Col. v (Frs. 7-8). 


[ Bac |tAynvot Btkactal[e 


50 |ToTaTOS amoKTEVEoYT|a ply 0 30 


[de avaBas es Yovoa almexreive 
[Spepduy ov pev Aeyolvor ew a 
[ypnv e€aylayor|ta ot de es| Thy E 
[pvOpnv OalAacoay mpioayayov 


55 [Ta KatlamovT@oat 


Tpo|Tov Mev 31 
[dn Aeylovor KapBvont tlov Ka 
[kav aplfat tTovro 


[Eepyaloaro THv adedAge|nv em 


[omopelynv oc es Aijy|u[mrov tne 


devTe[pa Oe € 


60 [Kat ouvolkele Kat nly ol am ap 


[porepwy ade|Agen [eynue de av 
[tTnv wdle ovdapulws yap ewbe 








[cav mpolrepov anlar ade[Agenar 
[cvvor|keeey IIepoat npalcOn 
65 [utns Toly adeApewr KapBvonjs 
[kat eme|ra PovAopevos auTny 
[ynpwat ort oluk ewOoTta emevoe 
[€ motnoely etpe|ro Kadeoas > 
[rovs BactAntovs Ka|Acopevousz 
70 [OtKaoTas el TLS EoTL KlEAEVwY VO 
[mos tov Bovdopevoy alderge[ne 
[ovvotkeety ot de BactAn|ioe [de 
About 16 lines lost 


Col. vi (Fr. 9). 


About 15 lines lost 
|k@per[ov de Tov oxvadakos aded 32 
105 |peov avijov addov okvdaka amo 


p\lngavra [Tov decpov mapaye 


viecOat ot [vo de yevopevous ov 
Tlm On em{kpatnoat Tov oKvup 
vou Kal tov [yey KapBvony née 


About 18 lines lost 


128 


130 


135 


140 


145 


150 


266 


270 
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Col. vii (Frs. 10. i, 11). Plate v 
Ka euipnoao tov Kupou] oixov 


atowikwoas tov de bupjwOev 


ev yaoTpl Kal ply eKTpwlcav a extpwoacs 


[ 
[ 
[Ta eumndnoat avrne €xovlont > 
[ 
[ 


To0avey TavTa pev| €s Tous ot 


klel[orarouvs 0 KapBvolns efeua 


vn eit[e On Ova tov Ami eite Kat 


ahAws ova [roA]\a [ewbe] avOpw 
Tous KaTadapBalvey | Kat yap TL 
ya Kal ek yevens [vovoo|y peya 
Anv deyeTat e[yetv 0 KapBvon|s 
[Tlnv tpnv ovo|uagovor tives ov 
vuv Tol aetks|[s ovdey nv Tov co 
patos vovcoy |peyadny voceov 
Tos nde Tas dlpevas vylaivetv 
Tade c Tous alAAous ITepoas e€ 
earn eyeTlar yap euTrety av 
[tTlov mpos Il|pn€acmea Tov etipa 
TE paAlloTa Kal ol Tas ayyedlas 
epopee oluTos Tovrov Te oO Tals 
ovoxools nv tat KapBvont te 

fen O€ Kat aluTn ov opiKpn etrewy 
de Aeyerat talde II pnEacres 
K[oltov [me tiva vopigovor Ilep 

16 lines lost 


Colrc( hr. i201). 
19 lines lost 
K{apBvons tov Kpoiwcov ov mod 
Ao pleTeTETA xpovar Kar a Oe 
pamolvTes pabdovres Tovro emny 


yerAlovTo auT@L ws TeEpLELn 


KapPivons de Kpocwt pev cvrn 


22 
rors) 


OG: 


36 


Col. viii (Fr. to. 11), Plate v 
168 vat pos Tov [matepja Teheoar Ku 34 
pov ot d€ apleiBovTo] ws en a 
170 pelvov Tov [watpo|s Ta TE yap € 
kelvov ‘TravT|a €xel|y auTcy Kal 
mpocextnoba Ailyu|mrov Te Kat 
Thv Oaracoay II¢pojat pev trav 
Ta eXeyov Kpowwos de tapewy 
175 T€ Kal ovkK AapecKOMEvos THL KpL 
get ele Trpos Tov KapBvony ra 


de emot pev viv» w mat Kupov. 


ov OOKEELS Opmolos Eval TwL Ta 
[Tpt olu yap Kw Tot [ea|ts wos oLvoy 
180 [ve exellvos Kare[A\meTo non 
[Te Tavta axovalals o| KapBuvons 
26 lines lost 


Col, ix (Frs. 10,411,112. 1). (Plate v, 
208 ov7ia_ IIpnéacmea be opwrta 35 
~ av[dpa ov Ppevnpea Kal TeEp! € 


210 @ulTw@ delpaivovta eev Oe 
>—_ 
omloTa ovd av avtov eywye 60 


ke[@ Tov Oeov ovTw av Kadas 
Balreev tore pev tavta egep 
~ yaolato evepwOt de Ilepcewy 
215 opfotous Toot Tpw@To.ot duwde 
ka [em ovdeuint aitint agto 
Xplelolt eA@r (wovras em Keha 
, 7 lines lost 
5 [gu de Kreweis prev avdlpfas ce 36 
[@vTov modinras em] ovdenuline 
[aitint a€ioxpewmt eAjov KTeL 


[vers de madas nv de] modAa Toe 





[avra moins opa okws pln cev 


Polo: 


About 15 lines lost 


Colexin(Pr-13). 
286 BonGeort als 39 
| Kpatn[oas 


Tappo meple 


Golexviik (Fr.ot4). 
About 28 lines lost 
$17 Kev [THs aTins vuv de ae errEr 49 
“Te EKTLO|aV THY VHoOV EloL aAAN 


MOUCES OLED OPOt soe vani s,s ans 3 . TOV 
320 Tov eviekey amep“vnolKake 
ov Toro S{aptowce ot KopivOioe 
“qreume 6€ [es Sapdus em exToune 
ITepiavdplos tov mpwtav Kep 
Kupalov lemireEas Tous maldas 
325 Tluwper|mevos 
~ Kepxupaliot npéav es avrov mpn 
Se aljrac@adov moincav7es € 


TpoTepot yap ol 


UEEINODO TCs. 11d. 185 


230 [amoornoovra: ITepoar e|uor de 
[matnp aos Kupos evereddlet(o| 
About 15 lines lost 


Coltsexs('r315)- 


328 niioe oup|nlerr@|<ora [orKreipe 52 


-unfetls de rns [oplyns nie [accoy 

330 Kat edeye 
>— 

AIPETWTEPA EOTL TavTAa [a VUY 


@® Tal KOTEMPA TLOUTMY 


[exlov mpnoces: yn TH\v TUpavt 


[Oa Klar ayaba ra vuy ey[m exw Tav 


[Ta elovTa Twt matpt emiTndcoy 


335 [wap|adkapBavew 
[Te mats kat KopiyOov tris evdat 


os ew[y Eemos 


[uovos Balotkevs adnryly Brov e 
[Aev avriloratewy re K[at opyne 


[xpe@pevos es Tov [ale nk[LoTa expny 





340 [et yap z\s cvpdopn [ev avrot 
[or yeyove] «[€ ns viowiny es 


Col. xxii (Fr. 16-17). 


342 [oe] Kal [Tov o1Koy Tov maTpos dt 53 
[apop|nOevta paldAdov n avTos 
[ope alredOov eye amibs es Ta 
345 [orxtla mavoat [cewvtoy (nut 


[ov  ptjAotipin [KTN “Aa oKaLoV 





[Hn Tot] Kakwt 710 Kakov tw 70 


[AAot] Tov di KaLov TA €77LEL 


ColazxilnyPis.1d. 1,10,.1), 


elm Tov a 


355 [emt THs ga Xie: eee 54 
5 lines lost 
361 [omopevor extec|yoy et pely 55 


[keoTe|pa |[mporTilerct rodAa de 
350 On Ta pyiTpwia di¢npevor 

Ta TaTpwla ameBadov Tupay 

[vlis xpnpa [oparepov odd de 

[alurns €[pacrat eror o de yepwy TE H? 


[Oly kat mlapn8nkos pn dais Ta 


Col xxival Prsva Ss ti slOs ai). 
viae ode tous de deEapevovs 56 
370 ovrw On anladrAacocecOar av 


THY TpwTnv [oTpatTiny es THY 


186 
[vuy ot mapeovres| Aakedaiplo] 55 
[ 
[ 
[mn aipeOn av Sapjos Apyielns 
[yap kat Avkwmns plovvole oul 


viwy ofoloL eylvolyto TauTn|y| 


Thv npepny Apxilne Te Kat AvKw 


eomrecovtTes hevyoulat €[s TO 


[ 
[rTetyos Tovar Yapioir| [kat azro 


THE VOX Y hia VNCHUS TARY AL 


Aainy Aaxedaiploviorce Awpre 


es emoinoavto [| ot dem tov Ilo 57 


“Duk[plaryea a|Tpare(voapevor Sat 


4 lines lost 


... Oleovro ta de tov Sidviwy mpyn 
aye 


y|waTa nkpage TovTov Tov xpo 
viov Kal vnolwrewmy padioTa € 


m|AOUTEOY ATE EOVTMY AUTOLCL 


Col. xxvi (Frs. 20-1). 


gav es To tpoly tTns AOnvains THs 59 406 [wnyns apxXiTEKT@Y de tlov opu, 60 


ev Alyiwnt Tavta dle erotnoaly [yuatos touvrou eyeveto| Meya 


385 eyKoTov exor\res Sapsowoe Ary(e [peus Evmadivos Navotpo|pou 


vnTat mpoTlepor yap Sapior ew A [rovro pev On ev Tov Tploly € 


410 [ore Oevtepoy de mrept ALlyeva. w hups(.. 


Ldixpareos| Bactdevov7[os ev woe Te. 


About 18 lines lost 


Cole it. 22): 
oTpalTever Oar emt Tov payov Kat 64 
ot av[aPpwioKovT. emt Tov immo 


Tou [KoAeou Tov giheos o puKns 





[xopa ev Oaracont Babos| kata X.].-L- 
About 10 lines lost 


Col scxxi (223), 
Th\v aut|nv 68 
To|Te oO paylos 
auvjotkee Kat [| 


425 amolmimTe. ‘yupv@bev de TO 


E[lplos males Tov pnpovy Tpopa 


Col. scexv (Fr. 24), Col. xxxvii (Fr. 25). 


430 Tapaylyletale 70 Tol Tepnoo\ucy| apelPerar dape 72 
Yot\acreos | 440 os Tolcde| Oravn mo[AAa eorL 

TouT|jov yap on nly Ta oy plev ovk ola TE [dnAwoat 
viapxlos emer wv | epywt de adjda de eo7t Ta [Aoyar pev 


elE tov IIe paca ora Te eplyov O ovdeiy apmpov 


435  Aapleov mpolceraipicacba an avt@v ? v\ues de tote pulAakas 
auver|OovTes | 71 445 Tas KaTeoT\ewoas eovoas olvdey 
€jO.docaly Bl ev 


e|relere xareras tmalpehdev Tovto [yap n 


LON wei ee ODOT US. JIT 187 


Heavy covtay towwvde ovdjes oo 

TiS ov Talpnoe TH pcy KolU KaTaL 

Ocopmevos| nueas Ta de klov Kat 
450 delpatvoly Ttovto de €x[@ avros 


oxy iy evm|petect[atny THL 


7. mavt|es : om. R. 

( "- The size of the lacuna favours aropactryaca (ABC) rather than amopactvyywoeww 
RSV). 

17. op|tn: (7) 6pr7 Schaefer, Hude. There is certainly not room for 7 in the lacuna. 

1g. edckatlevrro: a ‘hyper-Ionic’ form due to false analogy; cf. Smyth, Zonze Dralect, 
§ 690. «dix]evvro (so RSV) is unlikely. 

21. tjpor: so RSV, edd. There is room for se]pax, but cf. 1. 139 tpn. 

28. 1619 probably agreed with the MSS. in having rey xaxkwv, which is bracketed by 
Stein and Hude; but ll. 29-33 are on a separate fragment of which the exact position is not 
certain, 

31. [es Iepoas: om. S. The size of the lacuna makes it certain that 1619 agreed with the 
other MSS. 

20,0Ci.l. 664 Ti. 

54-5. mp[oayayor|ra (R, edd.) is slightly preferable on grounds of space to mplocayayor|ra, 
the ordinary reading. 

58-9. emlomrope jyny : so R, Hude; emorapeny SV. <|omrope pny (ABP, Stein) is too short. 

69. The two strokes after xa]Acouevous presumably refer to the marginal note (I. 49), 
where they may have been repeated at the beginning of the line; cf. 1620. il. kadcopévovs, 
which is omitted by ABP and apparently erased in C, is omitted by Stein and bracketed by 
Hude; but if the corrector wished to omit it, Bao Anus ducaorals, not Bao |Anuoe Sikacrale, 
would be expected in the note. Probably one or more words are lost before Bac|:Ajoe and 
the note is explanatory, like that in the margin of ]. 355, which is in the same hand, That 
the note refers to 1. 72, where Baownuoe dixacrat Occurs in the text (1619 is defective at this 
point), is unlikely in view of the critical mark against 1. 69. 

103-4. ve] Kopev|ov: viKopevou BR. 

105. avr[ov adAov oxvdaca: SO ABC, edd. ; Gdov aitod ox, PRSV 5; om. dddop ox, Naber ; 
cf; the next n. 

108. After 6) the MSS, have tov’s oxiAakas, but 1619 is probably right in its omission ; 
cf, int. and |. 105, n. 

131. The cursive marginal note extpocac(av) is possibly by the writer of the scholium 
on |. 410, but is certainly not due to the writer of notes on Il. 69 and 355, and seems not 
to be by the first hand. The size of the lacuna suits the hypothesis that the first hand 
had omitted ac. : 

132-3. otk e|forarovs : otx[n |ovs (ABCP, edd.) is too short. 

eye at so RSV (éwdev), edd. ; [ewGee] (ABC) is too long. 

136. xatadapBo[ver|: before this edd. insert xaxa with RSV. 

137. kav: om. ABC, edd. 

143. ABC agree with the original reading ra de és, while RSV rightly have rade & 
(or 6€?) és, agreeing with the superscribed reading. 

147. epopee: SO MSS., Stein; e(ce)pdpee Naber, Hude.  ecleopee is unsatisfactory, for 
the supplement in |. 146 is already long enough. 

149. kas: om. P. 
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150. de: Kriiger’s conjecture 67 is not supported. 

168. teXeca: so ABRSV; om. E; kadeom (= -etoar?) C3 eixdoar? Stein. Hude 
brackets this inappropriate word. 

172. mpooextnoba : mpookrncacba RSV. 

175. THe Kptoer: TH ywopevn xptoee RSV. 

176. KapBvonv: KauBioea MSS. here as elsewhere in Hdt., though in the other cases 
the word belongs to the first declension, and the Attic accusative is of course KapSvonv. 
With regard to Zép&ys, ’Ordyys, and some other proper names in -ns both forms of the 
accusative are found in MSS. of Hdt.; cf. Smyth, of. ct. § 438. 

10-7. Tade s OMe sive 

18. akovo |a[s : om. ABCE. ‘ 

231. Whether everedA]er[o] (ABCE) or everechalro (RSV) is to be read is not certain. 
There is no reason for supposing that in 1619 6 was inserted before oés, as suggested by Bekker. 

267. pleremecra Xpovar: peter. XP. UoTEpoy MSS., which is too long. The vesuge of a 
letter following Aa: suits » very well, but x[povex followed by peremerra or vorepoy could be read. 
vorepoy is superfluous; cf. vii. 7 ypdv@ perémeira. 

268-9. emny|yeddlovto avrar: émpyyedov 7d adit (V), éempyyedov aire (S), emnyyedAdov aire 
(Schweighauser) are all unsuitable. 

286-8. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain, zep[: in ]. 288 being 
doubtful. vv or [ok can be substituted for 7, and n, «, v, or m for p. 

B10), diag opor weeeee st the MSS. are corrupt, having didgopo edvtes Ewutoicn (éwurol 
RSV). Kriiger suggested ¢pifovres for édvres, Reiske supplied oikneor before édvres, Valckenaer 
ovyyevets after éwuroiot, 1619 was clearly shorter, and the sentence may have ended with 
diad|opo, for in 1. 320 dv, which occurs in the MSS. after rotrev, is omitted, and the new 
sentence may have begun....... wv tou|rwy ewlexev, A connecting particle is, however, not 
necessary with rovroy (cf. e.g. ]. 13), and the absence of a paragraphus below ]. 319 suggests 
that ll. 317-21 may have formed one sentence in the papyrus, though the scribe is not very 
regular in the use of paragraphi. 

320. For the omission’ of wy after rov|rwv, which may be merely a slip, cf. the previous 
note. RV have évexey for evr) exev, 

321-2. €||meyme: there is not room for aze||meune (ABC, edd.), unless o before Kopi6tot 
was omitted. 

QPIs. Tipoper|pevos : tiywopedpevos RSV. Cf. Smyth, of. c7z. § 684. 2. The restoration 
mporepor (mpérepov RSV) is supported by the parallel in 1. 380; cf. n. 

326-7. For the alternative form mpjyua, which is ignored by the MSS. of Hdt., see int. 

328. [orkretpe: So MSS. ; [ouxripe, the form preferred by edd., would be long enough. 

333- ayala ra: so MSS.; (ra) dyada 7a edd. since Aldus. 

339. «s: eis AB less correctly. At the end of the line, where the supplement is rather 
long, producing a line of 27 letters, the division was perhaps e|xpnv, but only 8 or 9 letters are 
expected in the lacuna at the beginning of 1. 340. 

344. ode, the reading of the MSS. corrected by edd. to oféa, is rendered certain by the 
size of the initial lacuna, amé suits the space better than aedde (RSV). 

346. pilAoryun: for n PilAoryuim (RSV, edd.) there is not room, if, as is probable, there 
Was a space after wp, 

351. Either areSadov or peteBudoy (ABC) can be restored. 

353: Ihe supplement, based on AB, is rather long, producing a line of 247 letters, and 
perhaps either 7- should be omitted with R (SV om. 767), or re, or even both. 

355. Ihe marginal note is in the same hand as that in 1. 49. 

361-2. RSV have éekreivorres instead of éerewoy... TapeavTes, 

363. eywwo|yro : or eyevo|yTo (ABS, Stein). 
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365. atpebn av Saplos: aipeOnoav Sapious RSV, 
370. dn: om. RSV. 


( Ouek Aaxedacp| ovtorce (PRS 5 -not V) suits the size of the lacuna better than Aaxedaupl orroe 
AB, edd.), 


373-4- Hol|Avk[p(ar)ea o]rpar. : the lacuna ought not to exceed 4 letters, but the omission 
may have been supplied above the line, as in ]. 446. 

378-9. «||{[eovro: the supposed vestige of 8 may belong to a paragraphus. In the 
margin are traces of a note, which might refer to Il. 361-2, but is nearer to col. xxiv 
379-80. For the alternative spellings mpn|y|uara, mpn|x(wara cf. 1. 324 and int. 

383. ts: om. MSS. But cfhe.g. v. 82 74 "AOnvain te (re om, SVU) 7h TWodudds, vii. 
43 7H AOnvain rh Ircad«. 

386. mporlepou: mpdrepov RSV. 

406, tlov opu||yparos TOUTOU ; TOUTOV TOU op. ivove 

410. The supposed stop after duJueva, which is not wanted, might be the bottom of a 
critical sign referring to the marginal note, which begins m(epc) Aye(va) and seems to be of 
an explanatory character. In the second line wce a[’ or a[* (i.e. mapd) or ws eufae can be 
read; the third line does not seem to be Aelue[»... The ink is lighter than that of the 
main text and the marginal note on |. 131, and the hand certainly different from that of 
ll. 49 and 355 marg. 

411. kara: so MSS., which continue cikoow dpyuéov. Stein and Hude follow Eltz in 
reading kai for xard, which is not satisfactory. As Lobel remarks, card would be expected 
here to mean ‘about’, especially since most of the dyke was under water ; cf. the frequent 
examples of xardé with numerals quoted by Schweighauser, Lex. Herod. ii. 10. Hence the 
mistake may well lie in épywéor, for which we suggest dpyvias, unless there was a substantive 
cikooipywov, Meaning a ‘length of 20 fathoms’. 

423. 01: om. GC. 

427-8. 1619 no doubt had 8 tavrnv eye (om, RSV) between avt|ny and Tolre. 

430. mapayww erat : or possibly els Ta [Zouca, 

434. Of the supposed breathing over e]é only the tip of a horizontal stroke is left, which 
might be interpreted as belonging to a paragraphus. Lines 433-4 would then begin [x os 
and [ov e]é, but this arrangement does not suit Il. 432 and 435-6 very well, and éé is a very 
natural word on which to place a breathing; cf. 1. 180. - 

438. ¢]re[ere-or emei]re| can be read. 

440. Otavn: "Or. 7 ANIBy, Galel, 8 ye. Wy Cr 

443-4. <pyor d€ ovdev an’ ad’tav Naympor yiverar MSS. 1619 was shorter and presumably 
omitted yivera or dw aitéy rather than aut pov, 

445. kateot|eaoas : kateo|r@aas (RSV) can equally well be read, but is somewhat less 
suitable to the supposed length of the initial lacuna. 

446. lev, inserted above the line by the first hand, is read by all the MSS. 

447. towvde: so Hude with RSV; roiov ABCP, Stein. 


1620. THUCYDIDES i. 
1414-3 cm. Late second or early third century. 
Plate VI 
This fragment consists of the upper portion of two columns and a few 


letters from the beginnings of lines of a third column of a roll containing 
the first book of Thucydides, and covers chs. 11-14 with considerable lacunae. 
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The script is a medium-sized uncial of a second—third century type, resembling 
843 (Part v, Plate vi) and 1175 (Part ix, Plate iii). That it is more likely to have 
been written before A.D. 200 than after is indicated by the notes referring 
to alternative readings, which have been added later in the upper margin 
by a different and cursive hand. These notes are very like those in 1284 
(Part x, Plate iv), of which the main text is not dissimilar in style to that 
of 1620, though in a larger hand, and suggest a date not later than the reign of 
Caracalla. The main text may therefore well be ascribed to the reign of 
Commodus or even M. Aurelius. The columns are rather tall, containing about 
54 lines of 18-22 letters. High stops accompanied by paragraphi (which are to be 
restored after Il. 3, 10, 14, and 21) are frequent, and there are occasional diaereses, 
but no breathings or accents. lota adscript was written in 1. 13, but 
apparently not in 1,62. An omission in 1. 3 is supplied by the original scribe, 
who also superscribed a variant in 1. 67; but a slip in 1. 8 is corrected by the 
writer of the marginal notes, which seem to be variants obtained from a different 
and older MS., not corrections ; cf. ll. 67-8, n. Critical signs are placed against 
the notes and the corresponding line of the text, four different signs being found 
imCole ad. 

The relation of the papyri of Thucydides to the vellum MSS., which are 
divided into two families, CG and BAEF, M approximating to a middle position, 
is discussed at length in 1876. int.; cf. also Hude, Bull. de lacad. royale de 
Danemark, 1915, 579-85. Of the five best papyri the first century specimens 
tend to support C, those of the second century B, especially in the later books. 
In the chapters covered by 1620 both C and F are defective, the lost portions 
having been supplied by later hands, in both cases from MSS. of the C family 
(c and f), so that F and f represent different families. 1620, a careful and 
elaborately revised text, agrees with B against cfG four times, and with the 
C family against B twice. 1621, however, which is about a century later than 
1620, inverts the relationship to the two families, agreeing five times with C, twice 
with the B group. 1622, which is about fifty years earlier than 1620 and agrees 
twice with either group, and 1623, which is three or four centuries later and 
agrees twice with the B group, once with CG, are both too short to show their 
real character. But the customary electicism of papyri in relation to the 
mediaeval MSS. is apparent throughout the four Thucydides fragments in the 
present volume, and the division of the MSS. into two families is no doubt later 
than the papyrus period; cf. the parallel case of the MSS. of Herodotus 
discussed in 1619. int. 

New readings in 1620 occur in ll. 1, 73-4, 76, and side by side with the 
traditional readings in Il. 61, 67-8, 72 (cf. also Col. i. marg., ll. 58, 109, 112, nn.). 
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Some of these are concerned with trivial differences, such as the omission of the 
article or the order of words; but in 1. 67 the traditional participle is no better 
than the hitherto unrecorded infinitive, and, especially since the marginal readings 
tend to be superior to those of the main text, the new reading proposed in the 
marginal note on Il. 67-8 may well be right. A tendency to smooth slight 
irregularities and roughnesses of style is traceable throughout 1620-3, especially 
in 1621, which confirms two modern emendations ; and, although some of the 
novelties can be explained as editorial improvements, and omissions may be 
merely due to accident, the four new fragments seem to represent texts of rather 
high quality, and distinctly support the impression gained by a survey of the 
longer Thucydidean papyri such as 16 and 1876, that without resorting to 
the drastic changes proposed by Rutherford there are many improvements to be 
made upon the tradition of the mediaeval MSS. 


Gol. Gols. 
JeXer kar ad(Aa) LX ] 
[} Ta me]pt tas [vaus 
— [te]ocapas kar tavta e[ty! cor 
padtora kat ad(Aa) 
5 © makattaty 
[a|ro[vjwrepov Tporav e TI. 2 55 Baoterate vavtixka Te e€njp| 13.1 
[Alov [aA]Aa dt axpypariay 8 TueTo n EXdas kat tns Oa 
fs Aacons paddrov ayvteyov 
[tla m[po] Tovrwy acbevn ny te x 


[klar av[rja ye On tav7[a olvopa x To mpwro de KoptOco[:| 


: : AeyovTal eyyuvTaTa Tov 
5 [orlotara tov mpi yjielvo aes 

z ; 60 vuy TpoTrOU peTayelpL 
[uJeva: Ondovrat Tolls elpyors 


2 gal Ta TeEpl vaus Kat TPL 
[vroldceatepa ovTa z[n\s on is ie 





ae pels mpwrov ev Kopivbe 

[un]s Kat 7[|ov]| vuv Tept T™ns EXXados vaurnyn| 

laurlov dia Tovs mroinTas Onvai:| gatverar dle Kar 3 
10 [Aoy]ov katleo]xnKoros|] emer 12.1 6 Sapuolels Apewoxdrns Ko 

[kar pera ta Tpwika |[ndy]] pwOLols vavmnyos vaus 

[7 EAdas ert] peTavicTato we 

[Te Klat KaTwiki¢eTo wate oes BA AIDS [77 

[un novxac(ac)jav avénOnvai('] 6 eoTt pariot|a] TplalKooia 


15 [n TE yap] avaywpnols Tov 2 [els tay TeAcurny zlolvdle 
EdAnvjov €& Idvov xpor 79 Tov modepov ore Apee 


[ 
[a yevoulevn ToAAG Eevew _voKhns Sapifors] nOe ryiav 4 
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[xH@oe] Kal oTavELs Ev Tals 12,2 % piaxla Te madaljorarn 13.4 
[woAeowv| ws emt To ToAlu €lyit oly] n[éln cofpley n Kopey 
20 [yvovto alp wy exzeimTov Oolv ylw[elr[at] mpos Klep 
[res Tas| models EKTLCOY 75 Kupaftolu[s] ern Se pa[re 
[Bowwro] re yap oc vuv efy| 3 ota Ovakoloa €lén{kor[ 
32 lines lost Ta eore plex[pe Tov avrou 


31 lines lost 
Col. iii. 


x [ous emoinoaro kat Pnvee 13.6. 115 [ToTaTa yap TavTa Twv vav 


110 aly eA@y aveOnxe tat Aro Tikjov nv paweTat de Eqs! 
[AlA[@ve tar AndAtar Poxaecs Kat TlavTa TroAAas yeve 
> te [Maccartav otkigov alls VOTEPa YyEvomeva TaV 
te[s Kapxndoviovs ev T[pwrkwv Tpinpeot pev 
Kalvy vavayxourtes duva 3 lines lost, traces of 8 lines, 


and 32 lines lost 


Col. i. marg. xa ad(Aa) ‘and so on’ recurs in the third marginal note at the top of 
Col. ii. The preceding word apparently does not occur anywhere in the known text 
of ll. 1-54, and an unknown variant seems to be indicated; cf. ll. 67-8, n. Je aee or |xace 
or |kAer can be substituted for Jere. 

I. Tpoway: tHv Tpoiay MSS. Cf, Il. 58, 61, 73-4, nn. 

3. te, Supplied by the first hand, is in all the MSS. 

n[po] tovrey: so A’cF?GM, edd.; a[pos| 7. (A'BEF) is unsuitable to the size of 
the lacuna. 

4. ye: om. cfG. 

8. ray, the reading of the first hand, is a mere error. 

11. 76n, which has a line above it to indicate deletion, is not known as a variant here. 

14. [#7 novxao(ac) jay: the traces of a are very slight, but » is fairly certain, and there 
is not room for more than 7 or 8 letters in the lacuna. jp Aovydoaca cf', Hude; ph 
jovxacacay ABEMf?, Stuart Jones. 

17-18. even| xuooe| : £0 AEM ; évedypooe Bef, edd. 

1g. em to modu: so cEf, Hude; om. 76 ABM, Stuart Jones. 

21. ras] modes: so MSS., Stuart Jones; véas (Madvig, Hude) does not suit the size of 
the lacuna. 

22, Gertz wished to omit yap. 


Col. ii. marg. Cf. ll. 58,61, 67-8, 72, nn., and for ka ad(Aa) Col. i. marg. n, 

58. Which word or words in this line were referred to in the lost marginal note at the 
top of Col. ii is uncertain. The only clue afforded by the MSS. is the circumstance that in 
E the c of mpéro is by a later hand, perhaps indicating mpérov as the original reading ; cf. 
mpwrov inl. 62. If not mpwroy, the lost variant may have been ox KopwOrr ;_ cf. Il. 1, 61, 
737-4, nn. 
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61. vas: ras vais MSS, agreeing with the reading in the second marginal note. 
Tpinpers immediately following has no article, and rds can be dispensed with; but the 
omission may be due to the accidental collocation of vats and tpimpes which belong 
to different sentences. Cf. Il. I, 58, 73-4, nn. 

62. mpatov ev Kopwe: so BcEf, Hude ; év K, Tp. AGM, Stuart Jones. Cire 73-4, 
76-7, nn. 

63. vaumnynOnvar: so ABEGM, Stuart Jones ; evar. cfG suprascr, Hude. 

67. momoar: momoas MSS., agreeing with the superscribed reading. The infinitive 
makes the statement less definite and is quite appropriate, 

terz|alpas, with the marginal variant [re]rvapas: cf. the superscribed so in the case of 
16. i. 4 epvharrov and 38 nrrndecev. 

67-8. [77] 8 eott padtora: so all MSS. ; the marginal variant ca ravra [rn] €or pad. 1s 
unknown here, but at 1. 76, where 1620 like ABEGM has ern Se pa[Ac|ora, cfG add. have 
érm dé pad. kat ravtn and Bekker’s N érn 8¢ dd. kai tadra, The most probable explanation of 
this duplicate set of variations is that the original reading was that of 1620. marg., but Kat 
Tavra was omitted, 8 being inserted in its place (so 1620. 67, ABEGM); «a ravra was, how- 
ever, supplied in the margin, from which the words were restored to the text in the wrong 
place (as in N), resulting in the subsequent emendation of raéra to ravry (cf{G add.). If the 
reading of the later MSS.(G is 13thcent.; cf are later than CF), which editors have hitherto 
adopted, be supposed to be original, it is almost inexplicable that neither the scribe nor the 
corrector of 1620 knew of the reading «ai ravry in ]. 76, and that the corrector should make 
matters worse instead of better. The source of the marginal variants in 1620 is probably 
older than the main text, and may well have been a Ptolemaic papyrus or at any rate as old 
as the archetype of 1620. In view of the great antiquity of the reading ai radra and the 
very late character of the evidence for kai ravtn we much prefer to explain the variations in 
the light of their chronological arrangement, and to regard the readings of (2) 1620. 67 and 
the older MSS. and (6) N as intermediate steps in the process by which the reading 
preserved in 1620. marg. became corrupted into that of cfG add. 

71. Ade: so MSS. ; 7dOev edd. The earlier papyri of Thucydides as a rule omit 
v epedxvorixdy at the end of a sentence; cf. e.g. 1622. 81, 84. 

72. maa{tlorarn : so some of the deteriores ; the earlier MSS. have radardrn here, as 
has the marginal note, but in e. g. ch. 1. 1 madaétepa OCCUTS. 

73-4. ofr] [8] taller 1 Kopwv6ce| v ylofelr[ae]: Sv topev yiyverar Kop. MSS. (G at first in- 
serted ylyvera: before dv icpev, but erased it). «o is fairly certain, and the preceding letter can 
be n, », or v, while the letter after to[plev, if not 7, must be v: the traces of ev and of a letter 
after |v] are very slight and indecisive, [«Jou[e]» Kop. might be read, but before it wy [n Jus 
is not long enough and oy [ues is inadmissible, n[8]7 is not very satisfactory, but prefer- 
able to oy] ofu|mo[ujer. The insertion of the article before KopwOiely may be right 
(cf. ll. 1, 58, 61, nn.); the loss of it may be due to the hiatus created when yéyverac 
was placed before instead of after } KopuOwy. That 1620 had the form y)»[e]r[a.] (with cf) 
is uncertain, for y|ey[e]r[a«] can be read. 

75-6. pa[Ac|ora : pad, kat ravrn cfG add., edd.; cf. ll. 67-8, n. 

76-7. d[axo|oufa elfn{klovra: €énx. kai diax. MSS. The traces suit d[caxo|oufa very well, 
but in 1. 77 plex[oc is quite uncertain. 

tog. ‘I’o what the critical sign refers is uncertain. The only variants in the MSS. at 
this point concern the spelling ‘Piyeav or ‘Pyriav (in other authors spelled ‘“Pyyaay or 
‘Pnvaiav), except for the dittography ‘Pyveray dvedov in cf. 

112. The critical sign perhaps refers toa variant concerning the spelling of Maccadiav 
(MeooaXiay, MacaXiay, MacoiAlav, or MacoaAlav MSS.) 


O 
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1621. THUCYDIDES ii (Speeches). 


14:3 X 11-4 cm. Fourth century. Plate V 
(verso). 


This leaf of a vellum codex is of a somewhat novel character, since it 
belongs to a collection of the speeches in Thucydides. The fragment contains 
the conclusion of the speech of Archidamus at the beginning of the war (ii. 11) 
and the beginning of the funeral oration of Pericles (ii. 35). There are 21 lines 
on a page and 20-5 letters in a line. Traces of the pagination are visible 
on both sides, but the figures are illegible. The hand is a calligraphic uncial of 
the same type as the Codex Sinaiticus, and the fragment has a special palaeo- 
graphical interest, for some omissions by the first hand (Il. 18 and 26) have been 
supplied in darker brown ink by a cursive hand. These cursive additions 
are not later than the fourth century, and the main text is likely to belong to the 
early or middle part of that century. Stops occur in the high, middle, and low 
positions, but are partly due to the corrector. A stroke for punctuation (l. 2) and 
occasional diaereses and elision-marks are due to the original scribe, a breathing 
to the corrector. Iota adscript was generally written: where omitted, it has been 


supplied in at least one place (1. 16) and perhaps two others (ll. 10 and 15), — 


apparently by the corrector. 

The text as corrected is on the whole a good one and has several interesting 
novelties, which are in most cases superior to the readings of the MSS. The 
omission of the unsatisfactory ofrw in 1. 4 confirms a conjecture of Madvig, 
though confidence in the omissions in 1621 is somewhat shaken not only by the 
two mistaken omissions of the first hand, which are supplied by the corrector, but 
by a third (1. 36), which has escaped his notice. tyiv for nuiv in 1. 25 confirms the 
conjecture of Hude already substantiated by 858. vii. 15, the confusion between 
these words being of course common. dyd’vacOat for auiveoOar in |. 4 and the 
omission of rév before 4\Awy in 1. 19 may well be right. C is supported against 
B five times, B against C twice; cf. 1620. int. 


Recto. Verso. 
t we, 
XoTarot aly elev. mpos TE TO € II. 5 auT@v opav: ws jouly emt Tocaul 
myetpeto|O la acpareotato’ THV TOALY OTPATEVOYTES Kal 
[nluets de ovd emt advvatov 6 peylot[n|y dogaly] orcopevole 
[aluvvacOa molAlv epxoueba 25 ToLs TE Mpoyovols Kat vuy alv 
5 [aAA|a Tols waow apioTa mrapeck|ev ek Tov amoBat[vovtay 


[ac|uevny’ woTe ypn kal mavu Tos er apgotepa emeade [o 


9 


VOgsee aC OYDLDES i (SPEECHES) 195 


[eA]migery dia payns teva autolus ™ av TIS NYNTAL: Koo poly 
[ee] pn Kat vey wppunvrar ev ‘oli? kat dvdakny mept mavtos mot 
ouT® Tapecpev: add oTav ev oUpevol Kal Ta TraplaylyedAlo 

10 7Ht ynt opwotv nuas SnovyTals 30 peva ofews dexoperlolt “KaX 
TE KaL TH ExeLvov POeLpovTals [Aloroy yap trode kat achareorla 
Taol yap Ev TOLS OMpacl. KaL EV T\M 7 Tov ToAXoUS ovTAasS EYL KOTUL 
TAPAUTLKA opay TacXoVTAS Xpopevous patvecOat: 
Tt anOes opyn mpoomimret em iTAplos 

15 Kal ol Aoyicpar eayiora [xplo 
Hevot Oupa, mreota es €plyd 35 Olt plev wodAo Tov (ev\Oade ndn 35.1 
Kabiotavrat: AOnvatovs be 8 ELpNKOT@Y EMaLvoUcL TOY 
co ce TpooVevTa TwL vouwt Tov Ao 


kat Eloy TwY aAwY ELKOS 
yov tovde ws Kadov emt Tos [ 


TouTO Opacal: ot apxev TE aro 
EK Tov Todepov OamTope, 


20 [alftovat’ Kat emiovTes THv To 
40 vols ayopeverOar avrov: eplou 


meAas Onovy faddov n Tw a F 
Ts 0’ apkovy av edoxer ervar ar{ 


4. [a]uvvacOar: duiverOar otrw MSS., Stuart Jones; dutvvec6a omitting otro Hude, 
following Madvig. For other variations between duiverOa and duivacba cf. e.g. i. 96.1. 

II. ra exewov: SOC; 1a ’keivov A; rdkeivoyv BEFM, edd, 

12-13. kar ev... opay is deleted by Hude, who alters sacyorras to mdoyovc. 

EA ris re C. 

15. Usener wished to delete o. 

18. 7, supplied by the corrector, is in all the MSS. 

19. addy: rév dhaov MSS.; but rév drow has just occurred in |, 18 and addov is quite 
defensible. 

21. tov: mv MSS., rightly. It is certain that roy was first written, but the second 
half of the is incompletely preserved, and # may have been corrected to 7. 

22, avrayv: avrav C, Hude, Stuart Jones; éavray ABEFM*.  airav was probably 
meant by the papyrus and is likely to be right. 

22-3, tocav|rny: so CEG marg. B yp. F! yp. M‘f ex corr., edd. ; rv dAnv ABFM?; 
Tovaurny some late MSS. 

24. olvopevor: oidpevor B. 

25. uu: SO 858; nuw MSS. Cf. int. 

35. oft wlev: so ABEFM with Tiberius, Syrianus, Dionysius, Castor, and Max. Plan. 
Hude (but not Stuart Jones) formerly carried his preference for CG to the length of reading 
pev ovv, but now (ed. maior?) brackets odv. 

35-96. On etpnkoray: so CG (Hn add. G?), schol., Syrianus, Max. Plan., edd.; elpnxdérev 
in ABEFM ; om. #5n Tiberius, Castor. The MSS. of Dionysius vary between #éy «ip. and 
eip. On. 

39. Todcnwy: médAcwr ABF, 

40. Dobree wished to omit avrov, 

41. &: b€ CG, edd. apxovy av: dy dpxodv M. 

O 2 
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1622, THUCYDIDES ii. 
17-5 21-2 cm. Early second century. Plate TV: 


The chief interest of this much damaged fragment, which consists of 
the lower halves of two columns and a bit of the column preceding, and contains 
parts of chs. 65 and 67 of Thuc. ii, is palaeographical, for on the verso is part of 
a contract for loan dated in Mecheir of the rith year of Antoninus Pius 
(A.D. 148), so that the recto must have been written before 148, probably in the 
reign of Hadrian, and is an unusually well dated specimen of second-century 
uncial writing. Other papyri which more or less approximate to it in style and 
date are 9 (Part i, Plate iii, which was there dated somewhat too late), 841 
(Part v, Plate iii), 1288 (Part x, Plate iii), and 1619 (Plate iv). A >-shaped sign 
is used for filling up short lines, and pauses are indicated by occasional blank 
places, paragraphi, and stops chiefly in the middle position (the high stop 
at the end of 1. 51 is not certain). A mark of quantity occurs in 1. 53, and 
a correction of spelling, possibly in a different hand, in 1. 81. The column con- 
tained 29-30 lines of 16-22 letters. Iota adscript was written. 1622 agrees with 
C twice and with the other family twice; cf. 1620. int. The only new reading 
occurs in the very compressed sentence beginning in 1. 84, of which the end is not 
preserved. Here the text of 1622 is apparently corrupt as it stands, but is 
perhaps nearer the original than the reading of the MSS., which may be only an 
emendation ; cf.n. ad loc. 


Colar 

17 lines lost and traces of 7 lines [Owws] me[pleyeverOar z[nr] 
25 [aouvrov tot ITepixdlet ewe 65. 13 [7roA |v T[edjorovy nod] 

[pircevoe Tore] ah wy avTos 30 [wy autwy| ToL ToAEp@L 

[mpoely|vjm [klar [walyy ay pas 

Coli ii. Colh ai: 
16 lines lost 16 lines lost 

[k]ae ro[v] a[vrov Oepouls z[eAev 67. 1 plovols mapa tar Sitadkne 67. 2 

TwvtTos Apioziev|s Kopuy me[t|Qovct tov SadoKov 

Bios kat Aaxedlalipoly]iwy Tov yeyerni[ulevov Abin 
50 mpecBes Avnpiotos Kar Nu 80 valtoy S\tadKov viov- Tojus 

kodaos Kat IIparodapos: € 


avdpas eyxipicar odor [o 


kat Teyeatns Tipayopas 
° mos pn diaBavtes ws Bla 


kat Apyetos 1drar ITod\Ajis 
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Topevopevo[e es] tnv Act gikea THY EKELVOU ToALY [ 

55 av ws Baoirea [et T\@s mee To pepos Brawwor o de> 
celav avTov Xlelnpara TE 85 meo[Bles TropEevopevoul|s 
Tapexe[tly kat €[v|umrove auTous Ova Tns Opatkns « 
[Mle adixvovr[rlar [ws] xt 7L TO TWAoLoy EmEedrXE > 
[T]akxny mpwrov [roy T}n tov |EX\Anomovroy se 

60 [plew es Opaixniy Bov}rope [plarwloev] mpw e[olBavev | 
rg: nO eal 


28-9. z[nv | moA]w: so CG, Aristides, edd. ; ray ABEFM. 

51. Iparodayos: so M, edd. ; Tparddnuos CEFG ; Srparddnuos AB, 
* 57+ mapexe[e|y (AB corr. EFM) suits the vestiges much better than mapacxe|elv (CGB! ?, 
edd.). 

79, Tov; om, ‘CG, 

80. vwov: viev A; vdy Hude. 

81. ofuor: for the omission of » épedxvorexdy cf. 1. 84 and 1620. Pils 18 

84 sqq. For ewedde in 1. 87 the MSS. have ® éyeddov, making mepadce intransitive 
contrary to the customary usage of the passive in this sense, as was noticed by Thomas 
Magister (early fourteenth century), éueAde may be merely a blunder due to some one who 
wished to make sepacécew transitive and ignored évAAapBdver, which follows éoBaivew (1. 89) 
in the MSS. and governs mopevopevous aitovs. The loss of the end of the sentence in 1622 
is unfortunate, for the construction was not quite clear. After EvAhapBaver the MSS. 
continue @Aovs dé (so CG; 6) Hude; om. ABEFM, Stuart Jones) fupméupas perd rod 
Aedpyov tov "Apewviadov kal éxédevorev exelvors mapadovva, éeAAe Cannot be defended as long as 
the subject of it is Sitalces, who, as the context shows, had no intention of allowing the 
Spartan envoys to cross the Hellespont; but with the correction (8) gueAXe (sc. the ship) the 
difficulty arising from the intransitive use of mepadcew would be removed, since a second 
accusative for that verb could easily be understood from opevopévous adrots : cf. Polyb. iii. 
113. 6 rovs Aoiwols eEayayov . . . Kal mepatmoas Kata Sitrovs TémoUS TO petOpov. @ &eAXov would 
on this theory represent an attempt to emend the text as found in 1622. 

Fr. 2. This fragment was adhering to the top left-hand corner of the papyrus, 
but apparently by accident. If it really belongs to Il, 19-21, it may refer to mpoorye youl evet 
or TleAo|ror[ ynaoros, 


1623. THUCYDIDES iii. 


14°] X5-5 cm. Fifth or sixth century, 


This fragment of a leaf of a vellum codex contains part of Thuc. iii. 7-9, 
with fairly numerous stops (in all three positions), paragraphi, accents, breathings, 
and diaereses. The only correction preserved, the insertion of a v éeAkvorixdy in 
1. 45, is due to the original scribe, who wrote a good-sized upright oval uncial 
hand of the fifth or sixth century. Iota adscript is omitted once and written 
once. Traces of ruling are discernible on the recto, which is the hair side. The 
text in spite of its comparatively late date stands somewhat apart from the 
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mediaeval MSS., agreeing once with CGM, probably twice with the B group 
(cf, 1620. int.), and presenting several new readings. Of these the omission of 
rav veoy in]. 1 and 76 weCév for rv 7. in 1. 11 are quite defensible. More interest- 
ing is the variant dvémAcvoe for éwAevoe in |. 8, where the simple verb was rather 
ambiguous. The precise nature of the variation in ll. 19-20 is obscured by 
lacunae. 1616 was found with 1623. 





RECO, Verso. 
[wAelous almomepurer TAA 7. 3 O€UTEPOY EVIKA | KGL ETTEL 8 
[er oKou| 6 Agémios: avTos 4 én PETA THY clopTny Ka 
[d exov dladexa adixvet 35 TeaTnoav es Xelyous eELTroy 
[rac es Nav|raxtov: kat vote To.dde- To pev [KabeoTos 9. I 
5 [pov Akap\vavas avaorn rots ‘EdAnat volpipov av 
[cas mavdn|uet. oTpatever Opes Aakedailpoviot Kat 
[er Owiadas| kat Tais TE vav EVUPaXoL ljopev Tous 
[or kata? tov Ay|eA@ov ave 40 yap adtotalpevous ev Tos 
[mAevoe Kat 0] KATA ynY OTpPA Tokepols kat ~vppaxrav 
10 [ros ednuov Tyly yopar: Thy mpl |amodeltovTas 
[ws 6 ov mpocex|@pouvv. To me 5 ot de€apeivor Kab ocov pev 
[wegov adinow| avros de wperour[ra ev noovnt 
[mAevoas es Aevklada Kat amd 45 €xovow- voltgovTes 0 ex 
[Bacw es Nypixoly monoa val MpoojoTas Twy mpo Tov 
15 [mevos avaxyopo drapler prov xlelpovs nyovvTat 
[peTat avTos TE Kali THS oTpa Kal ovk a[d.Kos auTn 7 age 2 
[Tuas TL pepos v0 Tlwy aur w@ols eot[ly €L TUXOLEY TpOS 
[dev re EvpBonOnclavtoy 50 a@dAndlous of TE adtoTa 
[Kat ppovpwv Tivev ?| wy vaTEpo 6 pevot kat ad wv dtaxpt 
20 [vmoamovdovs Tous] vexpous vouwwrTo [wot pev TH yvo 
[amromAevoavtTes 01] AOnvar Hn ov[Tes Kat evvola 
[oc mapa tov Aevka\dioy avtiimador O€ THL Tapa 
ro lines lost 10 lines lost 


I, mAevous almorepmet : mh. amonéunes tav veav MSS, Since aé vies occurred in the 
previous sentence, the repetition is unnecessary. 

8-9. ave\|mAevce: édevoe MSS. dvamdciv occurs only once in Thuc. i, 104. 2 kat 
dvardevoavtes and Oardaors es Tov Neidoy, where it implies sailing up stream. If this was also 
implied here, vav|[ow es rov Ay]eAwov av, may have been the reading ; but ave|mAevoe may simply 
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mean ‘sailed out’, in which case it hardly differs from the simple verb and xard means ‘in 
the direction of’ or ‘ off’ or perhaps even ‘on’. Oeniadae was situated near the mouth of 
the Achelotis, surrounded in winter by marshes into which the Acheloiis flowed (Thue. ii, 
102. 2), and of which one connected with the Gulf of Corinth according to Strabo, 
p. 459. The ships may therefore have been taken a little way up the river. A compound 
verb has this advantage over the simple one that it is not open to the interpretation ‘ he 
sailed down the Acheloiis’, which is inadmissible here ; cf. iv. 25. 8 Tuis pev vavol mepuTAcv- 
gavres kata roy ’Akeoivny (in Sicily) morayoy thy yay édjour. That dvérdevoe here means 
‘sailed back’ (Asopius had already passed Acarnania on his way up the gulf to Naupactus) 
is less likely. 

11. to: tov MSS. Thucydides uses both the masculine and neuter of me¢és substan- 
tivally 

18-19. avré|@ev (ABEFM, edd.) suits the length of the lacuna better than avré|[@ (CG). 
The supposed accent is very doubtful. 

Ig—20. Tivev ?| @v vaoTepoy |[vroomovdous : Twev OdAlyov Kal vorepov to. MSS. There 
is certainly not room for both rwey and odtywy and there is no trace of xa, but wy instead of 
being év might be the termination of tw]ov or odcyloy with d before vrocmovdous in 1, 20, 
though the supplement there is quite long enough. v and ep of vorepoy are fairly certain ; 
the or is cramped and seems to have been corrected, probably from 7, and 6 is not a very 
satisfactory reading. vy is not in accordance with Thucydidean usage in this context, kal 
votepov vroandvdous being common. 

37-8. av]|dpes : so ABEFM ; om. CG, edd. 

41. rodenors: So CGM, edd.; modepios ABEF, 





1624, PLATO, Protagoras. 


We a fell t vey) Glen Third century. Plate VI 

(Cols; Ixiii-iv, Ixvi). 
These scanty remains of a roll containing the Protagoras originally consisted 
of about 100 pieces, of which nearly three-quarters have been placed and some 
very minute scraps ignored. The identified fragments, which amount to about 
230 lines in all, are scattered over the latter part of the dialogue from pp. 337- 
57, representing 23 out of the last 71 columns, but none at all completely. 
The upper margin is partly preserved in Cols. ii, xx, xxxv, xxxvii, xlv, 1xi, 
Ixiii-v, the lower in Cols. 1, xvi, and Ixiii, showing that each column contained 
37 or 38 narrow lines of 10-17 letters, usually 12 or 13. The writing is a hand- 
some specimen of the now well-known third-century type of uncials approximating 
to that of the early biblical codices; cf. 1865. int. Like 1017 (Phaedrus), 1624 
is remarkable for the presence of many corrections or alternative readings, which 
have been inserted in a different and cursive hand. These seem to have been 
written somewhat later in the third century than the scholia in 1241, but to be 
contemporary with the scholia in P. Grenf. ii. 12, the main text in those two 
papyri being in hands very similar to the first hand of 1624, which is 
probably not later than the middle of the century. Iota adscript was written, 
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so far as can be judged. Paragraphi were employed by the first hand, but in 
the four places in which they occur have been placed in brackets by the corrector. 
Stops in all three positions occur, besides double dots marking a change of 
speaker, but in many cases are due to the corrector, who was apparently responsible 
for a breathing in 1. 169 and accent in 1. 285. Wedge-shaped signs for filling 
up short lines, occasional diaereses over « and v, and probably the accent in 1. 16 
and elision-mark in 1, 227 are due to the first hand. The corrector’s omissions, 
apart from the bracketing of paragraphi mentioned above, are indicated in 
ll. 114, 272, 589 by a stroke, elsewhere by dots, above the letters in question. 
Papyri of Plato are now fairly numerous, 1624 being the 19th known; but 
no fragments of the Protagoras have been discovered previously. For this 
dialogue the chief MSS. are B (the Clarkeanus), T (the Marcianus), and W 
(Vindobonensis 54) ; but 1624 happens to cover very few passages in which they 
differ seriously. A mistake of BT is avoided (1. 360), but in ll. 629 and 663 the 
papyrus apparently supports BT against W. In Il. 319 and 435 the first hand 
agrees with the reading of W, the corrector with that of BT (in 1. 435 not 
exactly). Some agreements between 1624 and Vaticanus 1029 are noticeable 
(ll. 435, 592, 632, nn.) and the text of Stobaeus is supported in 1. 396, so that 
with regard to the existing tradition there is no reason to suppose that 1624 was 
less eclectic than the longer Plato papyri from Oxyrhynchus, 843 and 1016-17. 
In the new readings, which are frequent, the first hand and the corrector usually 
took different views, the only instance in which they agreed upon a hitherto 
unrecorded variant being the insertion of the article before uépe: in 1. 288. In 
ll. 6, 594, 632, and 637 the corrector has restored the ordinary reading of the 
MSS. by inserting words omitted either intentionally or by inadvertence by 
the first hand; cf. also ll. 176-7,n. The first hand was not a very accurate 
scribe, to judge by several apparent repetitions of syllables; cf. 1. 114, n., and 
843 (Symposium), which has numerous mistakes of this character. The most 
striking of the new readings rejected by the corrector is the addition of ai before 
toat in 1, 589, a reading which had been generally adopted by modern editors 
from a conjecture of Heindorf, but is hardly rendered more convincing. More 
often it is the first hand, not the corrector, who agrees with the MSS.; cf. ll. 15, 
431, 481, 486, 490, 590, 592, 640, 665, 666, 672, nn. In several of these places 
there is an obvious difficulty in the ordinary reading, and in |. 672 the corrector’s 
reading had already suggested itself to some of the Renaissance editors of 
Plato as an improvement, while in Il. 15 and 640 his readings seem to be 
superior; but the changes proposed in Il. 592 and 666 are of more doubtful 
value. The other novelties are all of the nature of omissions from the ordinary 
text, in revising which the corrector, presumably on the authority of a different 
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MS., exhibits an unwonted and perhaps exaggerated tendency to solve difficulties 


by excisions. 


His text is, however, as a whole distinctly better than that of the 


first hand, and interesting as a specimen of a recension which was probably due 
to some Alexandrian grammarian, and possibly connected with the corrector’s 
text in1017. A proneness to omissions of words found in the traditional text is one 
of the characteristics of the Phaedo and Laches papyri of the third century B.c., 
but these of course differ from the ordinary text much more widely than 1624. 


Gol tbs. 141.2); 
(aie 9 [gvvJovfojea 
yiyvo.r[o]. veils Te 
[ylap ot AeyovTes pa 


337 b 


AloT av ovTws ev 7 


5 Ply Tols AkKovov 


Io 


15 


35 


[ouy evdokipoire> Kar 
[ovk] ematvoicbe: ev 


pev 
Sokifery TE yap Eo 


TL Tapa Tals wu 
xais Tov [ax|ovoy 
Tov aviev| ama 
t[ns emaieoOat 
[de] ev Aoywt modAAa 
[ki]s mapa dogav 


[Welvdopevor 337¢ 
[Melis 7 ad ol akov 
[ovre|s padior aly 
[ourws ev|ppalivoe 
16 lines lost 
[de] tlov ITpodtxov 


Innjias 0 cogos et 


mev [w avdpes € 


Colain(frsai, 113-4): 
gon [ot mapovrTes 7 
yolumar eyw vpas 
E 


40 ovlyyevers TE KaL 
olk[€Lous Kat TrojAL 
[Tas amav|ras evvat 
[puoet oly vopwu 
[To yap] opotoy Tar 

45 Opow| gvoa gvy 
yevles] eat oo de 
voplos| Tupavvos 
av tov avOpo 
Te[v| moAAa ra 

50 pa trv] duow Bia 
¢et[ae n\uas ovy 

age 
alox(pov] Thy pev 
glow tov mpa 
ylmarov eclde[v jac: 
12 lines lost 

67 Tov] zloly ag(twua 
Tos| ag.ov almopn 
\y[ac|Oat- add [worep 

70 jrovu[s| pavAolrarous 
|rov avOpel[rev 
dialpepecOalt adr 
Andolis’ elyo pev 

2 lines lost 


337d 


3a0 


202 


86 


II5 


167 


TELE SOX I VINCE Sarr Adee 


10 lines lost 
Tlo Kata Bpayv Xr 
av {et pn nov IIpw 
Tayl[opat arr eper 


viaje Kae Xaracat 


Col. ix (Fr. 5). 
[[vo[repor]] ovk opbws 
Aeylet ecm@v ovy 


[T]av[7a moAAols 


Cole xvii (Fre9). 


12 lines lost 
viv Kat ol adXoL eyo 


[—] 


170 


175 


180 


185 


Tolwvuy nv O eyo 

& y eulor doxer rept 

Tov a{topalros [rou 

Tov mepla|cou|ac 

vpw oilelEed[ Oey 

pirfocjogra yalp eo 

TW mada.orat(n 

TE Kat TAELoTH [Tw 

EXAnvov [[ka[e]] eV 

Kpnit|ne kar ev [Aa 

Keda{tjuover Kale oo 

piotat mAELoT[oL 

yns exer evow afddrAa 

e€apvovvTat Kale 

cynparigovt|ae 

apabers [evar of 

va pn katadn 

Not wow [ott go 
About 7 lines lost 


Col. iii (Fr. 1. iii). 


338 a 


339d 


3428 


342 b 


go Tas nivias Tos do 


153 


BRS 


yous [iva peyado 
Mpe[TETTEPOL Kat 
evo x| nMoverTe 

~ About 20 lines lost 


Col. xvi (Fr. 6). 
About 36 lines lost 
mew: ¢t Povre rAa 


Bev plov mepav 


Coloxise (ir. 8). 


About 30 lines lost 
[tTLoTns walre [pat 


[vecOat tlov m[poaldia 


225 [Aeyol|uevoy mat 


is} 
ise) 
Oo 


231 


235 


[dos plndev Bedrer 
[@ toulr ov[vy] auto 
[Kat Tov vuv] eloly 


[ot KaTavevol|nka 
Lb J 





[ol Kal Tov lara fo) 


Col. xx (Frs. 9-10). 


[Te To Aaklovi¢ev 
[moAv paldAlov ex 
[tt pirooolpeiv 7 
[piAoyuprjac[rev 





[ecdores olre zoe 


About 33 lines lost 


341 e 


342€ 


342 e 
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Colex tim Eran 
269 z[ovto ye daveln 
270 av [kat ov Sipo 
vi{dov (|. ase Som .|| 
[[zo[. . .]] aAA urep 
Ba\rov der Cervar 


[ely z[we atopare 


Colexxxy (Proi3). 
280 [olvre WaArplijas: adA\a 
[alurovs eavTos ¢ 


Kavous ovTas €uy| 


ele 
|. [vac avev trav An 


[ploy Te Kal maud- 
285 @v TovTav Cla 
TNS EavToav go 
vns AEyovTas TE 
Kal akovovTas ev Tall 
Pepel EAUT@Y KO 
[o|uws: 
[woA|uly ovoly mw 
About 26 lines lost 


290 [kla[v] mavu 


Col, xlvi (Frs. 18-19). 


[amo relxvys yltyve 
395 [Tat alyOpwro.s: Kat 
[amo @vpoly ye Kaz 
[ 


amo pavia|s [wo| 


Colslix (Fr. 21), 
About 27 lines lost 
428 Tac(nAov eaTal «€ 


av ulin moAAas o 


343 € 


347d 


351 a 


355 b 
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318 


320 


350 


360 


398 


400 


477 


Col rss rer 2 |: 
{mos| Tlov yap AL 
Oiwy [ameipav ye 


346 c 


veOXa woT el TLS 


Xatpee Weywv eu 
mAna|Gen av € 


Col. xxxvil (Tr. 14). 
[motev oluk €Oe 
[Awy evte dlooel|y]] [Ao 
[yoy etre] pn dlva 


348 b 


[rape eluor [yelp 
About 34 lines lost 


Colexlv.(P rs. 5-17). 
yap [et] ov7[@ petioy 


elu Lo XUpoL 
[Ojuvaror efucr dae 


350 d 
€polo pe 
350e 
[n]y ar[:] enfeta 

[ex] o emioraplevot 


[7 |adavey du[va 





[T@T|Epot Elot Taly 
[Hn emotapleviov 
About 30 lines lost 


Colzivin(ir 20), 
kolvoilv edn o 354d 
II po|lrayopas aX 


Ao| 7 ovy madi 


Col. xit(ir. 23), 
[poy. Tov ayaboy 355d 
[Tla Kaka 9 agiov: 


gpraouev dndov o 
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430 voualor ypwpeba 


445 


535 


[[apal] nce re Kae a 
viapot [kat ayador 
kat Ka|k@t aA € 
meLon [Ovo eharn 


kat [ 
TauvTa d[voiv ovo 


[[ovo]|ualou mpocayo 
pelv@pey avta 


m[po|rlov pev aya 


Coll ix(Pre 22); 
5 lines lost 
[Mev oTt yltyv|oo 
[kov o avOpwr jos 
[Ta Kaka ort kla 
About 30 lines lost 


Col. Ixii (Fr. 24). 
About 20 lines lost 
volv x[at ndeos Kat 
Alvinplov pov «a 
AlA@e Tole garny 
aly eywyle n do 
About 13 lines lost 


Col. Ixiv (Fr. 25. ii), 


Kal at hwvat [Le] i 


590 oat eyyvdey [per] 


[—] 


Hetcous moppwbev 
e\atTous 


de opixporepail:]]| pac 


€y av. €l ovv €Vv Tov 


nNpew WV 
[[[7ov]]rox] 70 ev mpar 


355 C 


356 a 


Plate vi. 


356c¢ 


356 d 


480 


485 


49° 


Col. lxiii (Frs. 25. i, 26). 


552 


555 


585 


Tl amrokplvopevol 
[[[or\e]] ovK agiov ov 
[Tw\v- ov yap av egy 
[Halptavey ov da 

[Hey nTT@ ELvaL 

[Tw|y ndovwy: Ka 

[7a 71] de dnoe [licws |} 
[avalfia eoTt Taya 

[0a roy Kakov? 7 

[Ta ka|ka Toly alya 
[Owv] [[n]] Kalr @aAAjo ru 
[n oTav] Ta [mev] pe 





[(o ta de opixpor|e 
About 22 lines lost 


[dea tornis]. Ta pe 
[(@ ae Kat] mAEL@ 


[Anmrea ealy de 


[Auirnpa mplos umn 


[pa Ta eNaTT\o KaL 
[opexporepa] ealy 
About 22 lines lost 
[Kpivjacde driow 


[par lerar duly 


[771] oer ra [aur 
[HeyeO|n eyyvélev 
[Hey plecC@. mop 
[pwbev| de edar[ rw 


[7 ov gdlnoovar: x{ac 








[7a maxlea Kat za 
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595 [Tel €ly TwL Ta jeEv o 
[meyadla pykn [ [7oA\a| wavt|ws 
[Kal mpat|rey [Kat 

About 28 lines lost 


Col. Liv (Frs. 27,28. i, 29-32). Col. Ixvi (Fr. 28.ii). Plate vi. 
626 me Tot afA]nOe Kale 356e 663 [mjedin de ndovns 357 a 

ecwoev [av] tov Bifor] Te Kalt AuUTNS EV op 

[apa av olwodroyor 665 On [r7(e]| alipevel eha 

[ev avOp|wzmot mpos a 


vy nur n corn 
pee maui es pia Tov Biov ovoca 
; Tov 7[€ mAE€ovos Kat 


630 |[talura niwlas rHv 


av 


[Ceely Texr[nv| n ar eXaTT ovos Kat pet 

[Anv r|n[v pelrpn 670 (ovos [Kat optKpo 

[tTikn|y cl polAoyer: TEpov [Kal Troppw 
635 [Te] 6 a ev t\nt] Tov me o 


TEpalt Kal EyyuTe 
ov 





[plitTov Kale ap|riouv 
"Vv pol apla mpwrov 

alpecel nipily 4 ow eb As eames 

alsa OP tS ies About 25 lines lost 

[moTe To mAEov olpbas 


q 
640 €de{t eXeoOat] Kat o 


mor[é To €AaT|Tov 7 Fr. 33. 
avTo mpos ¢lajvTo: 7 700 juz, 
T[0 €|Tepov m[plos To JOae . | 
[erelpov- ect [elyyus | Whe Ones 
645 [etTle moppw [etln Te HAGE See | 
About 17 lines lost Jo ovy | 
705 J--- al 
1 
Fo34. Fr. 35. Fr. 36. Fr. 37. Fr. 38. 
707 \oa) Tir Joa 715 ]-[ vel 722 \Avm| 


jel J0¢, jee [ 720 jaur| Jem 
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r : Y 

el baal Je A, jor 
710 |v a I7[ \ne 

Pre30. KE140, Preai Brea. Pr 43: 
725 |nv| ree) Weal 731 | |ra .[ 736 |An 

fr 

nee ieee o) jouf ly . kn: 

ae HO el lea! peel 

ial 

Fr. 44. Fr, 45. Er46. Bro47. Fr. 48. 
738 io a TAC Ves | w Ae" | KGL. |i Vv ol 746 |. 

jen | al JeseL 748. Joon yea. [ 





6. kat: so MSS. 

7. eravorbe: So B, edd.; éemaweiobe with superscribed o T. 

8. pev: so MSS.; re, the reading of the first hand, is probably due to a reminiscence 
ofl. 2. It is not quite certain that he wrote [e] rather than [re] in 1]. 13. 

15. [WelvSouevov: so MSS. except Vat. 1029 (evdonévw). The corrector’s reading 
Wevdduevov, which is passive, not middle, and refers to the subject of the infinitives, brings 
out the antithesis between etdoxipetv and ematveioOa: more clearly, and is likely to be right. 

40. ovlyyeves so BT. Elsewhere (Il. 45 and 282) the first hand uses the &-form, 
which the corrector preferred here. 

69-71. The fragment containing ]-{, |rov[, and |ro[ is not certainly placed here, and 
the division of lines is doubtful throughout ll. 67-73. 

89. [ac xakaoa: these words were bracketed by Cobet. 

114. [vo[repov]]: this word is in the MSS. and can hardly be dispensed with. It may 
well have been omitted here by the corrector because it was written twice over (cf. Il. 271-2, 
436, 593-4, nn.); but the preceding words are corrupt in BT (jyotro mérepov instead of Frou 
To mpdrepov) and may have been equally corrupt in 1624, in which case the omission 
of varepoy is possibly part of an extensive alteration. 

169. y eu[v: so some edd. since Bekker; but ye p[o. (BT, Burnet) can of course be 
read equally well. 

173-4. ec|ri: so T; éotw B, like the corrector. 

176-7. [[xa[c] ev | Kpn[r]je: ev K. re MSS. The corrector may have added re after ev. 

180. a[\Aa makes the line rather long, but the division add’ | e€apy. would be unusual. 
Ci le2so, 

223-4. Fr. 45 might be placed here, [reo]rn[s and [ve]oGa[« being possible. 

271-2. The MSS. have nothing between Sievidov and add’. Possibly add uepBarov 
was written twice by mistake; cf. ]. 114, n. 

281. eavrous: avrois BT. Cf. 1. 286, n. 

283. The letter before va is almost entirely lost, but has clearly been crossed through, 
and there seems to be a letter above the line, so that it is not satisfactory to suppose that the 
corrector simply altered the division vv|eva, which is legitimate but rather unusual, to 
Evvei|vac. No variant is known here. 

286. eavtwy: atrav B, edd.; airav T. Cf. 1. 281, n. 

288-9. ev ra[t| pepe: om, to MSS. The article is sometimes inserted, sometimes 
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omitted, in this phrase by Plato; cf. Gorg. 462 ev TO péper epwray te xa) epotapevos with 
496 b aad’ ev peper oipar éxdrépov kat AapBaver Kat amodAver. 

319. Sdjocef[v]: doce BT rightly; décew W. 

357- ‘oxvpo (B) suits the probable length of the lacuna better than ox wexupou (T, edd.). 

360. [ec] Glee sOutwedd. yuocer Daroie I’. 

396. ye: so Stobaeus, Burnet; re BTW, Schanz. Cf. dwd pavias ye Kal Oupod a few 
lines before 1. 394, where Wt Stobaeus have ye, and BT re. 

397- [aro panals: the s is fairly certain, and the length of the lacuna does not suit the 
restoration [wavas w|o[re, omitting ao in accordance with Naber’s conjecture. 

398-400. The division of lines in this fragment is quite uncertain. 

431. [apa]: dpa BTW ; dua a corrector of the Coislinianus, Burnet. The difficulty 
is caused by the late position of dpa in the sentence. 

435. S[vow: so W, Vat. 1029; BT agree with the corrector in adding xai, but place it 
after instead of before dvoiv. BT’s order seems preferable. 

436. [ovo]lza{ox: probably ovo had been written twice by the first hand; cf. ]. rr4,n. 

436-7. mpoayo]|pe| voper : so edd. 5 T pow ayopevopev BTW. Line 437 is already rather 
short (11 letters), and the substitution of o for o, though possible, is not satisfactory. 
pe[vopev avra mpo|r{or] p[ev is inadmissible, for, though 7 could be read instead of 7, the only 
alternatives to the r of a[pe|r[ov are y and z. 

444-6. The position assigned to this fragment is far from certain. 

481. [[or}]]: the corrector omitted this word, which is in the MSS., presumably 
because (8nAov) or: had occurred in ll. 479-80; cf. int. 

486. [tows]: this word is in the MSS., but can be dispensed with. 

490. [7]: the omission of this word is distinctly an improvement, if 7 (so MSS. and 
edd.) was meant. This question simply supplies the answer to the preceding one kard ri dé 
xtX., and does not introduce a fresh alternative of any kind. If y is retained, # seems 
preferable to 7. 

535-8. The division of lines in this fragment is uncertain. 

582. [rm]: so MSS.; there would be room for two more letters in the lacuna. 

588. woavr[ws: the o above the line does not seem to be due to the ordinary corrector, 
but it is not quite certainly by the first hand. 

589. [ac]: ai is not in the MSS., but Heindorf’s insertion of it has been accepted by 
practically all editors. ‘The absence of ai can however be defended by supplying odca with 
ioa (cf. Ast’s note), and it is not at all clear that the first hand was right, even though there 
is a doubt about the deletion. a has had dots placed above it, but through these is a 
horizontal stroke, such as is used in Il. 114 and 272 to indicate the deletion of the letters 
below. Seeing that in ]. 592 the corrector has eliminated double dots marking a change of 
speaker not by running his pen continuously through them, but by crossing them out 
separately, we prefer to suppose that the corrector in ]. 589 substituted one mode of express- 
ing deletion for another (possibly for the sake of clearness, owing to the presence of 
a diaeresis by the first hand over the following « of «|oar), rather than that he changed 
his mind about the omission of a: and meant to cross out the dots indicating deletion and let 
a stand, or that this was the meaning of a possible second corrector, ‘The bracketing of 
the paragraphi below ll. 51, 167, 592, and 593 may have been due to a desire on the part of 
the corrector to avoid confusion between paragraphi and horizontal strokes indicating 
deletion. 

590. [ver]: nothing seems to be gained by the omission of this word, which is in the 
MSS., but is not essential. Since the following word began pe:, the intrusion or omission 
of wey would be easy. 

592. opuixporepar: so MSS. except Vat. 1029, which has éAdrrovus kat opixp., a conflation 
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of the alternative readings found here. The corrector’s reading éAdrrovs is in accordance 
With peifo ... €Xdrrw in Il. 584-5. 

593-4. The MSS. have ef odv év rovr@ nyiv qv 7d xrd., except Venetus 184, which places 
ovv after rovr@. piv can be dispensed with, but hardly 4». rou|[rwx y»] may have been the 
reading of the first hand, but this restoration, even if nv had dots placed above it by the cor- 
rector, fails to account satisfactorily for the position of the insertion qpew nv, and rou|[rax ye] 
is less probable than a mistaken repetition of the syllable rov: cf. ll. 114, 436, nn., and for 
the omission of jv after nuiv 1. 637, n. 

596-7. The lacuna after wnxn is not very adequately filled by a wedge-shaped sign. If 
nxn [kat] be read, in the absence of any known variant for pixn kal mpdrrew the simplest 
course would be to suppose a mistaken repetition of xa: cf. the preceding n. 

627-8. Bx{or| apa av o|uodoyot: or possibly Bil[ov ap ay o|u. 

629. avOp|oru: so BT (dv6.); of dvép. W, Vat. 1029, Burnet. dvOpmo: may have been 
meant if the first hand omitted o, which, though probable, is not quite certain. The 
of arép|omo. apparently projected slightly to the left of the m of oluodoyo in |. 628 and a of 
npjas in |. 630. 

632. av: so BT; om. Vat. 1029 like the first hand.+ dy is necessary in view of Zocev 
dy (1. 627) and go@¢ev dv (lost in 1. 646). 

637. nv: soBT. #» is indispensable; cf. ll. 593-4, n. 

640. ca: soBT. The corrector’s reading y, i.e. #, seems to suit the argument 
better. 

662-3. elmled[n de: soBT; emidedy W, Vat. 1209; eémei d¢ 8) Burnet, following Adam. 
The vestige before 1d suits e better than 7. 

665. [re]: ri Bt; 77 T. Vat. 1029 omits ev in 1. 664, and possibly the first hand or 
the corrector differed there from the ordinary reading ev opOn (e. g. by having rm opOn or ev tn 
op). The mere omission of rm in]. 663 is however more probable. The article can easily 
be dispensed with. 

666. m[uv: so MSS. The corrector’s reading iuiv gains some support from the 
proximity of eev, 6 dOpeama (1. 662), which introduces the summing-up of the argument, and 
the constant use of the second person plural throughout the dialogue with imaginary objectors 
in pp. 353 8qq. jueis, however, not tyeis, is used in the previous steps of the argument (e.g. 
in Il. 594, 637), and the theory that good and evil ultimately meant pleasure and pain is not 
the starting-point of the opponents of Socrates in this part of the Profagoras, but on the 
contrary is forced upon them by him, so that there was no need for Socrates to dissociate 
himself from his opponents just at this point. 

671-3. moppo|repale kar eyyute|pas: so T, and with the omission of the final iotas B and 
modern edd. ; mopparépov kai eyyurépo Ald, (1513); moppatépov kai éeyyurépov Basileensis 1 
(1534), agreeing with the corrector. Stephanus objected to the coupling of the adverbs 
without an article to the preceding adjectives, but his criticism has been answered (e.g. by 
Stallbaum and Ast) by citing (r) numerous parallels in Plato for the omission of the article 
in enumerations after the first noun, (2) instances of the coupling of adverbs with adjectives 
in e.g. Protag.356a raira 8 earl pelt re kai opixporepa yuyvdueva GAAnwv Kal TrAEl@ Kal eAdTTwO 
kat paddov kal frrov, Phileb. 41 € tis... peiCwv Kai tis eXdrrwy Kal ris HaAXov Kai tis apodporepa 
inn. The objection to moppwrépov and éeyyvrépou here is that these adjectival forms are in 
general post-classical. Thucydides, however (viii. 96), has 8? éeyyurdrov eoptBe, while 
Xenophon frequently uses é¢yy’repovy adverbially, and there is an obvious advantage in 
substituting adjectives for adverbs at this point, so that the corrector’s reading is not lightly 
to be rejected on philological grounds alone. 

700-6. It is not quite certain that this fragment belongs to the Protagoras. 

740-1. Cf. ll, 223-4, n. 
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1625. AESCHINES, Jz Cresiphontem. 


32°5 X25 cm. Second century. 


This fragment of a roll consists of three incomplete columns and a few 
letters from a fourth, covering §§ 14-27 of Aeschines’ oration against Ctesiphon, 
written in a clear cursive hand of the second century, probably not later than 
the reign of Hadrian or Antoninus, to which a document found with 1625 
belongs. There were 51 or 52 lines in a column, and 24~30 letters in a line. 
Tota adscript was regularly written, and elision generally avoided. Punctuation 
was effected by paragraphi and high stops. Diaereses are sometimes placed 
over initial « and v; accents, breathings, and marks of quantity are rare (ll. 53, 
63, 111). That the syllable inserted above the line in 1. 53 is in a different hand 
is not quite certain, and a still greater doubt attaches to the supposed distinction 
of hands in 1.21. Seven other fragments of Aeschines from Egypt are known, of 
which three (457, 708, and Hartel, Vortrag tiber die Griech. Pap. Erz. Rainer, 
45 sqq-) belong to different parts of this oration, two (458 and 440; cf. Blass, 
Archiv, iii. 293) to the De falsa leg., and two (Nicole, Textes grecs inéd. de Gendve, 
pp. 5-12 and P. Halle 6) to the Contra Timarchum. 

The MSS. of Aeschines number about 27, and fall into three main families, 
called by Blass A, B, and C. In this oration A consists of ekl, B of agmn Vat. 
Laur. Flor., C of dfq Barb. h generally supports A rather than C, p usually 
agrees with B. d (roth century) is the only MS. older than the thirteenth century, 
but C, the family to which it belongs, has generally been regarded as inferior 
to the other two, of which A is now usually considered superior to B. The 
untrustworthy character in general of the MSS.has been clearly shown by the 
papyri, most of which present a number of new and _ better readings, not 
infrequently establishing conjectures. 1625, which is much longer than 457 and 
703 and much older than Hartel’s vellum fragments, is a carefully written 
papyrus, and naturally does not fail to make several improvements upon the 
ordinary text. The chief of these is in § 20, where two of the three families 
have an omission and the third, A, is corrupt. Here the Papyrus confirms the 
simpler emendations of Lambinus, another early scholar (probably Scaliger), 
and Wolf against the more elaborate changes proposed by later editors (Il, 81-2). 
A gloss which had found its way into the text of all the MSS. in $15 can now 
be detected and explained with the help of the scholia (1. 19), and a gloss found 
in B and C, but not in A, in § 24 was absent from 1625 (Il. 154, n.). Hamaker’s 
conjecture tepa for yépa in § 18 is confitmed (1. 61), and Cobet’s objection to the 
repetition A€yet ... not in § 21 is justified, though by the omission of gnot, not 

BP 
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Aéyet, as he proposed (ll. 94-5). A passage in § 19, in which the variation 
between present and past participles had caused difficulties, is probably set right 
(Il. 69-70). The other new readings mainly concern the order of words (Il. 3-4, 
58-60, 97-8, 144-5), a lacuna having obscured a variant of some magnitude in 
ll. 135-6. In numerous instances evidence is provided for words which recent 
editors have wished to delete, generally in order to avoid hiatus, about which 
1625 (and probably Aeschines) was not more particular than the MSS. The 
general relation of 1625 to them is very similar to that of most other Aeschines 
papyri. A is on the whole supported more frequently tha2 B and much more 
frequently than C, especially in important points of divergence, there being at 
least 6 agreements with A (or 2 of the 3 MSS. composing it) against 
BC (ll. 24, 77, 81-2, 93, 116, 154 sqq.), I or 2 with AB against C (ll. 78, 
134?), and 3 or 4 with AC against B (ll. 25, 70, 117; cf. ll. 92-3, where 
most of the B group and one member of A are on the wrong side). On the 
other hand 1625 agrees with B against AC in |. 73, with isolated members of 
B against all the other MSS. in ll. 62 and 131, and with BC against A at least 
5 times (ll. 22 twice, 52, 53, 120, 187?). C thus comes off the worst of the 
three families in relation to 1625, since it gains no support for any of its peculiar 
readings; but when C is in combination with A or B its relationship to 1625 is 
much the same as that of B in combination with A or C, 1625 agreeing with the 
majority in about half the instances in either case, whereas A in combination 
with B or C is confirmed in 6 out of 7, or (if Il. 62 and 131 are included) 
g, instances. 





Colm (Coli) 
[Tat Tas xeELpoTo|yinras dynotly apyxas 14 Kat kowne Ta yevn Evpodmidas Kat 
lamacas evt mept|\jaBov ovoluare 65 Knpvkas kat Tovs addous amravTas|*| 7a 19 
[o vomoberns Kali Tpolceimay amlacas AL Tovs Tplinpapxouvs vmevOuvoUS Et 
[apxas evar als o dnipos yxeElpor over vat KeAevel 0 vomos|*| o[v] 7a Kowa dia 
5 [kat Tous emioza|ras dyiot Tov On|uoor XelplaavTas ovd amo Twy vpETEpoV 
lov epyov ec|rw de o | Anpoobe|yns Tpocodwy modkAa pev vpnpnpevous 
[TeLxomroios €|miaTaltns Tov peyt\otov 70 Bpaxea de Katabevtas emdidovac 
[Tov epyov k\at maly|rals ooor diayerpe [dle packovras amodidovtas de v 
[Cover TL Tov Ty\s ToAElwS TAEOY y TPL [pely [Ta vpelTepar ahA opodoyoupe 
10 [a@kovTa npeplas: Kal oot AapBavouv [vos Tas ma|7| px|as ovotas ets THY Tp ols 
[ow nyepovials dikacrTn\|piov o1 de [Umas avndexotlas tAoTiplav’ ov ToL 
[Tov epyov elmioTatat malyTes nye 75 |vuy povoy ot TpLnpapyx lot adda Kal Ta ME 
[moviat ypovTlat dtxaornpiiov Te Tov [yloTa Tov ev T\ne [oA ouve|dpimy 


15 


20 


25 


1625. 


[Tous KeAever] move: ov Siakovery 15 
[aAA apyew Solkipacbervtas ev [Tax 
[Otkacrnpi@t elmrerdn Kar au kAnplor ja 
Lapxat ovk ado|kipac| ros ara Sokipac 
[evoar apxovor klar Noyor Kae evdv 
[vas eyypagely moos tous [[Z.]] Aoyio 
[Tas xadamep kat tas addas apxas 


: 7 
[KeAever o7t dle adnO|[[es ?]] Aeyw Tous vo 
[Hous auTous v\uy avayvecerat: 

[ voj.|ot 


lorav rowvy w avdpe|s AOnvator 16 





[as 0 vouoberns apyxas| ovopager 
26 lines lost 


Cola, 
[plepovra: ev yap ralu|ryu (Tne 7 oA jeu ov 17 
[Tw]s Ares peri e Kat THALKaUTY|L TIO LE 
yebos ovders extiv avulmevOuvos 
TOV KGL. OMMGOUY TpOS Ta KoOLYa TpoT 
eAndAvbotav: didago 8 v[ulas mpwrov 18 


€ml Tov Tapadogwy: o1ov Tous tepers 


60 


kal Tas lepetas vmrev|Oluvovs ervar o vo 
feos KeAevet: Kat avdAdAnBOnyv wavtas: 
KGL X@PLS EKATTOUS KATA THLA* KaL TOUS 
Ta tleljpa povoy AauBavovtas Kat Tas 
eUXaS TAS UTEP Hnuwy pos Tovs Oeous 


evxopevous: Kat ov provoy diac adda 


Cole at, 


ovde adda [modAa eve d€ oyar eve 


TO5 


xupagee 0] viopoberns Tas ovotas Tov 


umevOuvev ews [av Aoyoy amodwoty 


THLTOAEL’ Vat alAA EaTL TIS aVOpwiros os 22 


ovre elAngely ovdev Tov Onpooiwy 
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[vro Thy Tov dtklacroy epxe|rac Wn 

| pov mpwrov Hev| yap tn\v Bov|Anv Tyv 20 
lev Apetwt Tay] ylypad| ev] mpos tous 
|Aoytoras o vopmols Ked{eve|t Aoyor 





‘Kat evOvvas dvdovat] Kat Tov ex\ er] cKYOpa 
[Tov Kat Tov] peycoTov [Kuplo|y aye 

lumo Tay yperepav Wngor ove alpja ore ha 
[yoOnoerat n Bovdn n e€ Apetoly mayou 





jovde yap matpioy avrois eoti] ovK a 
[pa piAotipovyta: avy ye aX ovK ay \a 
[Wool €av Tis Tap avTos pn adikn|c 
[ahA eav zis e€apapravne Klodagov 
[ol oc d€ uperepor pntopes Tlpude 
[ot maki thy Bovdny tous mev]ra 
[KooLous vmevOuvoy memotn|kev o vo 
[HoOerns| Kat ovt|ws toxupws| ania 21 
[Ter Tors umlevOvvors ware evdus ap 
[xouevos] Toy vouwy eye” apyny 
[umevOuvoy py aroldn{pely  Hpaxdets 
[uTohaBot av tis ore np~a pn almodn 
[ynow wa ye pn mpotaBov ty\s mo 
[Aews xpnpata n mpagers dpac|uar 
[xpnone madw vmevdvvoy ov|k € 

[at THv ovotay Kablepovy ovde avalOn 


[Ha avabetvat ovde exmoinroy| ye 








[verOat ovde diabecbat ta eav|rov 


mpopaciovyitat pexpt Cevpo eipnobw 
poor [oltre dle ovtws nv vmevOuvos o An 
poober[ns oTe ouTos eLonveyKE TO 
Wnpilopa apxev pev THv apxny Thy? 


émt Tall Oewpikwt apxwov de THY 


IIo 


212 


ovTe avadwxk[e mpoondOe de mpos 

TL TOV KOlv@|y Kal ToUTOY aTrodepELV 
kedevet Aoyloy mpos Tovs AoylaTas 
kal Tas 6 ye plndev AaBwv pnde ava 


115 


umoBadret Kale didalox[e 0 vopos a xpn 
ypapety> Kerelver| yap avto tlovTo| ey|ypa 
pe o7Tl ove e|Na lov ovO\ev Tav TNS 
ToAews jouTe alyakwoa avuTrevOv 

[vjov [dle kat a¢ntntov Kat avegeralo| 


Tolv| ovdevy eat Tay ev |Tn\t mode oO 


Tt d€ adnOn eyo avT@y aKkovoaTe 


120 Tov vopor|:| 


125 


130 


Vvomot 

oTay Towuy padrltlora OpacvyynTat 
Anpocbervns Aeylw|y ws dia tHv emido 
ow [ov|k eotiv vmev[Ouvos| exetvo av 
Tale viloBaddeTe ov[k ouly expny ce: 
wo Anpocbeves eaclat Tov| zl@\y Aoyw 
Tov Knpuka Knplv|galt To mlaltp\oy Kat 
evvopov KnpvypLa tlouto| tis Povde 

Tat KaTnyopev’ eaclov au|pioBntnoa 
got Tov PovAoplevoyv Tav| mod iro 

ws ovk emdedmxas add arro| Tod 

ov wv exes els THY ToY TELXalY 
otkodoultav pixpa KkateOnkas dexa Ta 


Aavt[a els TavTa eK TNS TroAEwS ELAN 


135 pos: py [aprage Thy gidoTiptay . 


dou: pride e€atpov Tov dixactoy Tas Wn 
gous ek Tl@v xeElpwy pnde eumpooberv 


_ Tov vopl@v adda voTEpos moXLTEVvoU: 


Tauta ya\p op0o.tny Snpokpatiav: mpos 24 


140 pey ovy 7[as Kevas? mpopaces as ovTor 
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Tov Tél|xoTrowy ovdeTepas de TH 
Tov apx|@v TovTwy Aoyoy ugly ov 
& evour[as dedwxws taut dn Te 


pacopar [upas didacKey ex Tov On 


Aooas QATTOLO| El Xo} OV| THL WT oAet’ QauTOS I50 OC l@V a aT@Y’ Kal fot avayVvo 
y THe 7 5 


Ou em Tivos |apxXovTos Kat molou phvos 
kat ev Tit [nmepat Kal Ev Total EKKAN 
ora exetpo[tovnOy Anpocberns 


Tv apxny [Tyv emt ToL Oewpikat 


Col. iv. 
28 lines lost 
walt orepavwoar ws Tolvuy Ka THY 27 
“Toly TELYOTTOLMY apxnY NpxXeV 08 ov 
Tos To Whpiopa eypaye Kal Ta dnfL0 
ova [xpnuara Srexetpife Kar emtBo 
Aals eweBadre Kabamep ot adAot 


apxlovres Kat OlKacTnplav nyEepLo 
; 18 lines lost 


3- © vopoderns, which must have stood in the lacuna, was bracketed by Weidner 


1625. AESCHINES, IN CTESIPHONTEM 213 


and Blass. Whether 1625 had mpo[ceuov with most MSS. and edd., or mpolemay with dng, is 
uncertain. Cf. § 17, where BC have mpoceneiv, A rightly mpoemeiy, 

3-4. arlacas | [apyas: dpxds dndoas MSS. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of 
the MSS. is due to the influence of dpyas dmdoas in Il. 1~2, 

6-7. [Anuoobe|ms was bracketed by Schanz and Blass, while after tetxorouds Halm 
inserted dv, for which there is not room here. 

8. ma|v|rals : so most MSS. and edd.; but ma(y|re|s could be read with e. 

18. kav evOu|vas was bracketed by Dobree and Blass. 

IQ. mpos tous [i.]] Aoyto[ras : Mpos TOY ypauparéa Kal rods Noywrrds MSS.; cf. Schol. B (on 
the margin of a printed book; source unknown) ypapparéa héyet rov eiwObra ev TE KOW@ Ta TOU 
dnpov ypdppara avaywwokev, and Schol. gm Vat. Laur. Aoyoris exdorns pudrs eis. ypapparéa dé 
agro. eixov, héyer odv viv Tov TOV oyoTay. Addos* dpxovres Hoav Séxa rpnpevor Kadovpevor 
Aoyiorai... ‘The omission of rév ypayparéa kai in 1625 brings this passage into line with 
ll. 79-80 ylypad|ew] mpos Tous [Aoyoras and 109-10 arropepety| keNeveu Aoy[ov mpos Tous Aoytoras, 
where the MSS. equally ignore the ypappare’s. The scholia do not really support the 
longer reading. The logistae no doubt had ypappareis, but the order of the words and the 
use of the singular ypapparéa show that these are not meant here, while the explanation of 
Schol. B is not at all convincing, for the ypapparets who read the laws, &c., in the assembly 
was quite a different kind of official from the Aoyora/, and not likely to have been specially 
concerned with ed#dva. A comparison of 1, 22 dvayvécera (sc. 6 ypappareds) with § 124, 
where most MSS. have dvayyacerar ipiv 6 ypappareds (dvayvatt Blass with e), indicates that 
Schol. B has been misplaced, and really refers to 1. 22, while rév ypapparéa cai in the MSS. 
at ]. 19 is a corruption arising out of this very scholium or one like it owing to a mistaken 
idea that rév ypapyarea occurred in the text about this point, the accusative case suggesting 
1. r9 as a suitable point for the insertion of the words with «ai to restore the construction. 
With regard to the deletion before Aoywras there were, as the scholium states, 10 of these 
officials ; but it is unlikely that a second-century scribe would place a diaeresis instead of a 
stroke above «(which is fairly certain), if it meant ro, and he seems to have written or begun to 
write another letter after ¢, though it is not clear how much ink belongs to a stroke of deletion. 

21. kedevet, which must have stood here, is deleted by several editors, but not by 
Blass. 

a\néy : of the supposed n above the line only a vertical stroke remains, and the cor- 
rection may be due to the first hand: the nature of the original reading is still more 
doubtful. 

22. avrous u|uwv: SO BC; tpiy atro’s A, Blass. 

avayvwoera: SO BC, Blass; dvayvére A. Cf. 1. 19, n. 

23. voplo: so most MSS. and edd.; vépos a; om. ep Vat. 

24. avdpels: so A, Blass; om. BC, 

25. as o vouoberns apxas| ovopacer | [ouroe : so INC, Blass 3 0 pev vouo§. apyas ovopacy ovroL 
de B, Schultz. 

52. ev: ed kl. 

53. apxaiar: so MSS. ; dpyaia (r’) Blass, to avoid hiatus. 

TAtkauTy| t : so BC, Blass; tocavrn A. 

55. kat: om. Ip Vat. mpos: eis p. 

57. ov: ois p. itepers: So MSS.; tepéas edd. 

58-9. © vopos kerever: KeA, dvou, MSS. Cf. Il. 66-7, Ne 

59. mavtas:; dravtas MSS. 

60. kat Tous: om. kai MSS. 

61. i{e]pa: so Hamaker ; yépa MSS., Blass. The top of the « is lost, but one of the 
two dots is visible. iepa is no doubt right, the point being that priests got no public money. 
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The confusion was easy; cf. the spellings Ieuy and Teun for the same Oxyrhynchite village 
(1285. 98 and 1444. 34) and evyepoy for vepov in P. Weil vi. 6. 

povov: sO most MSS., Blass; pdva ag Vat., Laur. 

62. tas: om. MSS. yor: so a; tua the rest, Blass. 

64. ta: so most MSS., Blass; «ara hm yp. 

65-6. maw: kal madw q. 

66-7. ewar keAever: Kedever civar p Vat. Cf. Il. 58-9, n. 

67-8. diaxetpicavras: the last a is corr. from e¢.  diayeipifovras some edd., but cf. 
ll. 69-70, n. 

69. mpocodey was bracketed by Bake and Blass. 

69-70. vbnpypevovs .. . katabevtas: wiaipoupévos .. . xatabévras AC; tdaipoupevous.. . 
karariBévras B, Blass. Probably 1625 is right, and the reading of B is an emendation of 
that of AC, which is a corruption of the papyrus text. 

7O-1. emdudovat [Sle : so MSS.; ot& éemdiddvae ev Blass. 

73- tas wajz[pwrjas: so B, Blass; for rovs ras mar. (AC, except d) there is not room. 

77. dixjacrov: so kl; dckaorypiay the rest, Blass. 

73. oy = SO 4.B, Blasss om, ©; 

81. duovat, which must have stood here, was deleted by Cobet, but not by Blass. 

81-2. Kat Tov ex[ er] oKvO pal roy Kal Tov | peytoT@v [Kupio |p ayet: SO Orelli, Baiter and 
Sauppe, Simcox (rév... oxvépondv Lambinus and marg. Bern.; éyee Wolf); «. rav éxei 
oxvOporay k, T. pey. KYpiov dyew B; om. AC; x. rH ek, oxvOpwmdv.. . kupiav dyee Wolf, Reiske, 
Bekker, and, with ¢yov instead of dye to avoid hiatus, Blass; cf.int, There is not room for 
[kvpialy inl. 82, even if rov in |. 8r did not require [kupto |v. 

84. 7 Bovdn n e£ Apevoly mayov was bracketed by Blass to avoid hiatus. 

92-3. amo| ret TOLS um levOuvors : so Cahkl Vat. yp., edd. dmacret rods imevOivous egmnp 
Laur. Vat. 

93. evdus: so A, Blass; e«t6éas BC. 

94. eyer: this was deleted by Cobet, the MSS. having after imevOuvoy in 1. 95 noi, 
which was clearly omitted in 1625 and is not necessary. 

apxnv: this was deleted by Hamaker, while Dobree preferred dpyjs. 

97-8. The MSS. have mpodaBav ypnyara ris nédews 4) mpdées, from which 1625 clearly 
varied in regard to the position of rijs méAews and xphpara, and possibly by the insertion of rd 
after mpodaBov. 

103-4. eve |yupace|e: so B; eveyupiates A; éveyeupdter or -pife C, 

104. o| r[opoberns Tas ovoias tov: SO A}; tds ovaias 6 vouobérns tas tov BC, Blass ; om. 
6 vopoberns Cobet. tas ovgvas can be read in place of o] v[owoberns, but the insertion of ras 
before ry would make the line too long, while the omission of o vowoberns would leave it too 
short, so that A’s reading is the most probable, especially since 1625 shows no tendency to 
avoid hiatus. 

105. The supplement is rather short, and perhaps 1625 had dmodSiSwow with cg 
anodaat most MSS., Blass ; dmoSéon hq Bern., droddoe Vat. Laur. 

I13-14. 0 vopos a xpy] ypapew was bracketed by Hamaker and Blass. 

116, avurevOr[vjov: so A; dvetévvov BC, Blass. 

117. a¢ntyrov Kau ave&era| a |ro{v| : so AC, Blass; dveé, kat agyr. B. 

120, tov vouwv: so BC, Blass; rév ev 77 rode A, 

121. vopor: so most MSS. ; réuos 1; om. agp Vat. 

124-5. avta[u: so most MSS. ; aird glm; om. Blass on account of hiatus. 

127. Knpuka: kUpwoy &. 

131. emde(Soxas: so g 3 dmédexas q; €méd@xas the rest, Blass. amo, which must have 
stood in the lacuna, is omitted by ek. 
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132. exes: so MSS., Blass; eixyes (Bake) is inadmissible. 

134. es ravta ex ts moews iS restored from most MSS., but C omits e’s and el have 
modreias for médews, while Blass omits ék, and Bekker reads ek rév ris. The length of the 
lacuna favours the presence of both as and ex, but not rev as well. 

Go (eq cee ere: oA |Aov: aand » are the only alternatives to , and the lacuna may be 2 or 
3 letters shorter than as printed, but hardly any longer. The MSS. have nothing between 
prrorewiay and pyde. An imperative either preceded by py or governing dprdgey (instead of 
dpra¢e) seems most likely, but €|Aod is not satisfactory. 

140. Whether 1625 had xowas with the MSS. or kevas, the generally accepted correction 
of Stephanus, is uncertain. 

144-5. Tv apynv thy ?| | eme role Oewpixor: thy emi rd 6. dpxynvy (MSS., except h ent rav 
Gewpixdv) does not suit. mv before apyny can be omitted from the restoration, but cf. 1. 154. 
Blass proposed emi 76 dewpixdv in both places, comparing § 25 and avoiding hiatus in ]. 145; 
most MSS. in |. 154 have ray 6ewpixdv (which may of course have been the reading of 1625 
in both places), but cdq have ra Gewpixd. 

140. de is omitted by df, r»® by Ap Vat., and it is not certain that both these words 
should be restored. 

153- Ihe restoration is rather short, containing only 16 letters compared with 21 in 
the two lines above (l. 154 may be short for special reasons; cf. n.); and o may be 
inserted before AnuooGevns. ‘The loss of it would be easy owing to the hiatus. 

154. After rar Gewpixar (Or tov Oewpixwy ; cf. ll. 144-5, n.) BC proceed ér pecodvra tiv 
apynv éypaev aitov otepavody dvayivecke (dvaywookere Some MSS.) diartoycpos roy Hyepav. 
(dad. 7. 7. om. B), while of the A group e has only Wydiopa (so Blass) and kl omit the 
title as well as the preceding sentence. érv.. . dvayiveoxe was deleted by Bekker and 
subsequent editors as a gloss, but some retain d:akoyopds roy jpepay as the title. Allow- 
ing for a title at the top of Col. iv corresponding to |. 121, there is certainly not room 
for more than 27 lines of continuous text, and there may have been only 26, so that 
it is practically certain that the gloss was omitted by 1625, as in A. 

187. The papyrus may have had xa@amep ka o1 aldo with C, but is unlikely to have 
omitted adda with A. 
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(2) OTHER CLASSICAL FRAGMENTS. 
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The extant portion 


of 1608 ts not indexed, except the proper names.) 


ayaéés 5. 48. 

*Ayaunotop 18. 2. 
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NOw2 427 ied oetl2. 10, 24,20; 

dv = éav 6. 340? 





dvayew 5, 34. 

davaykagew 6. 254, 353. 
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BovkeoOa 6. 138, 441; 10. 33, 125°; 12. 
TO wzen 

BovdeverOa 6. 498 ? 

Bovs, 6 6. 330. 

Bpaxvs 10. 135. 
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yap 6.17, 113%, 122, 152) 157. 10g, Zaz, 
329, 538, 553.595; 7-19, 42, 63, 73, 98, 
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EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND 





GRAECO-ROMAN BRANCH. 


WE EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND, which has conducted Archaeological research 

tn Egypt since 1882, in 1897 started a special department, called the Graeco-Roman 

Branch, for the discovery and publication of remains of classical antiquity and early 
Christianity in Egypt. 

The Graeco-Roman Branch tssues annual volumes, each of about 250 quarto pages, with 
facsimile plates of the more important papyrt, under the editorship of Prors. GRENFELL and 
Hunt. ) 

A subscription of One Guinea to the Graeco-Roman Branch entitles subscribers to the annual 
volume, and to attendance at the Fund's lectures in London and elsewhere. A donation of £25 
constitutes life membership. Subscriptions may be sent to the Honorary Treasurers—for 
England, Mr. J. Grarton Mine, 13 Zavrstock Square, London, W.C. 1; and for America, 
Mr. Cuester I. CampBett, 503 Zremont Temple, Boston, Mass. 


PUBLICATIONS OF THE EGYPT EXPLORATION FUND. 





> 


MEMOIRS OF THE FUND. 


I. THE STORE CITY OF PITHOM AND THE ROUTE OF THE EXODUS. 
For 1883-4. By Epouarp NAvILLE. ‘Thirteen Plates and Plans. (Fourth and Revised 
Edition.) 255. 

Il. TANIS, Part I. For 1884-5. By W. M. Fiinpers Perrig. Eighteen Plates 
and two Plans. (Second Edition.) 255. 
III. NAUKRATIS, Part I. For 1883-6. By W. M. Frinpers Petri. With 
Chapters by CEcIL SMITH, ERNEST A. GARDNER, and BARCLAY V.HrEap. Forty-four Plates 
and Plans. (Second Hdition.) 255. 
IV. GOSHEN AND THE SHRINE OF SAFT-EL-HENNEH, For 1886-7. 
By Epovarp NaviLLe. Eleven Plates and Plans. (Second Edition.) 255. 
V. TANIS, Part II; including TELL DEFENNEH (The Biblical ‘ Tahpanhes ’) 
and TELL NEBESHEH. For 1887-8. By W.M, FLinpERs Perrir, F. Lt, GRIFFITH, 
and A.S. Murray. Fifty-one Plates and Plans. 255. 
VI. NAUKRATIS, Part II. For 1888-9. By Ernest A. Garber and Pee. 
GRIFFITH. Twenty-four Plates and Plans. 255. 
Wit clHEe CITY OF ONIAS AND THE MOUND OF THE JEW. The 
Antiquities of Tell-el-Yahtidiyeh, An Extra Volume. By Epovarp NAVILLE and 
F. Li. GRIFFITH. Twenty-six Plates and Plans. 255. 
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VUI. 


XXII. 
XXIII. 


XXIV. 
XXV. 


ROSY 
XXVILI. 


XXVIII. 


XXIX. 


XXX, 
XXXII. 


XXXII. 


XXXITI. 


XXXIV. 
XXXV. 


BUBASTIS. For 1889-90. By Epovarp Navitie. Fifty-four Plates. 25s. 

TWO HIEROGLYPHIC PAPYRI FROM TANIS. An £xira Volume. 
Containing THE SIGN PAPYRUS (a Syllabary). By F. Li. GRIFFITH. THE 
GEOGRAPHICAL PAPYRUS (an Almanac), By W. M. FLINDERS PerrRig£. With 
Remarks by HEINRICH BRuGSCH. (Out of print.) 

THE FESTIVAL HALL OF OSORKON II (BUBASTIS). For 1890-1. 


By EpouvarD NAVILLE. ‘Thirty-nine Plates, 255. 


. AHNAS EL MEDINEH. For 1891-2. By Epovarp Navirir. Eighteen 


Plates. And THE TOMB OF PAHERI AT EL KAB. By J. J. TyLor and F. Lt. 
GRIFFITH. Ten Plates, 255. 


. DEIR EL BAHARI, Introductory. For 1892-3. By Epovarp NaviLte. 


Fifteen Plates and Plans. 255. 


DEIR EL BAHARI, Part I. For 1893-4. By Epovarp Navitie. Pilates 
I-XXIV (three coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 


. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part II. For 1894-5. By Epouvarp NavitiE. Plates 


XXV-LV (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 


. DESHASHEH. For 1895-6. By W.M.Furnpers Petriz. Photogravure and 


other Plates. 25s. 


. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part III. For 1896-7. By Epovarp Navitier. Plates 


LVI-LXXXVI (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 


. DENDEREH. For 1897-8. By W. M. Frinpers Petriz. Thirty-eight Plates. 


25s. (Extra Plates of Inscriptions. Forty Plates. Ios.) 


. ROYAL TOMBS OF THE FIRST DYNASTY. For 1898-9. By W. M. 


FLINDERS PETRIE. Sixty-eight Plates. 255. 


. DEIR EL BAHARI, Part IV. For 1899-1900. By Epovarp NaviLLe. 


Plates LXXXVII-CXVIII (two coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 


. DIOSPOLIS PARVA. An xtra Volume. By W. M. Fiinpers Perrte. 


Forty-nine Plates. (Out of print.) 


; DHE ROYAL TOMBS OF THE EARLIEST DYNASTIES, Part il Bor 


1900-1. By W. M. FLINDERS PETRIE. Sixty-three Plates. 255. (Thirty-five extra 
Plates, 10s.) 


ABYDOS, Part I. For 1901-2. By W.M.F. Perriz. Eighty-one Plates. 255. 

EL AMRAH AND ABYDOS. Ax Extra Volume. By D. Ranpati-Maclver, 
A. C. MAcg, and F. Lu. GRIFFITH. Sixty Plates. 255. 

ABYDOS, Part II. For 1902-3. By W.M.F. Petrie. Sixty-four Plates. 255. 

ABYDOS, Part HI. Az E'ixtra Volume. By C. T. Curretry, E. R. Ayrton, 
and A. E. P. WEIGALL, &c. Sixty-one Plates. 255. 

EHNASYA. For 1903-4. By W. M. Frinpers Petrie. Forty-three Plates, 255. 
(ROMAN EHNASYA. Thirty-two extra Plates. 105.) 

DEIR EL BAHARI, Part V. For 1904-5. By Epovarp Navitze. Plates 
CXIX-CL with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 

THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY TEMPLE AT DEIR EL BAHAR Pare 1. 
For 1905-6. By Epovarp NAVILLE and H. R. HaLe. Thirty-one Plates. 255. 

DEIR EL BAHARI, Part VI. For 1906-7. By Epovarp Navitie. Plates 
CLI-CLXXIV (one coloured) with Description. Royal folio. 30s. 

THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY TEMPLE AT DEIR EL BAHARI, Part II. 
For 1907-8. By EpoUARD NAVILLE. ‘Twenty-four Plates. 255. 

PRE-DYNASTIC CEMETERY AT EL MAHASNA. For 1908-9. By 
E. R. AyRToON and W. L.S. LoatT. 255. 

THE ELEVENTH DYNASTY TEMPLE AT DEIR EL BAHARI, Part III. 


For 1909-10. By EpovaRp NAvVILLE, H. R. HaLz, and C. T. CURRELLY. Thirty-six 
Platess 255: 


CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS, Part I. For 1910-11. By Epovarp Navi1tz, 
ee Lin Bande tlw lve kA TAL ane 2150s 


CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS, Part II. For 1911-12. By T. E. Perr. 259. 


CEMETERIES OF ABYDOS, Part III. For 1912-13. By T. E. Peer 
and W.L.S. LoaT. 25s. 


XXXVI. INSCRIPTIONS FROM SINAI, Part I. For 1913-14. By A. H. Garpiner 


and Ty EH PEET.) 255. 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY. 
Edited by F. Li. GRIFFITH. 
I. BENI HASAN, Part I. For 1890-1. By Percy E. Newserry. With Plans 
by G. W. FRASER. Forty-nine Plates (four coloured). (Out of print.) 
II]. BENI HASAN, Part II. For 1891-2. By Percy E. Newperry. With Appendix, 
Plans, and Measurements by G. W. FRASER. ‘Thirty-seven Plates (two coloured). 255. 
II. EL BERSHEH, Part I. For 1892-3. By Percy E, Newperry. Thirty-four 
Plates (two coloured). 255. 
IV. EL BERSHEH, Part II. For 1893-4. By F. Lr. Grirriry and Percy E. 
NEWBERRY. With Appendix by G. W. FRASER. ‘Twenty-three Plates (two coloured), 255. 
V. BENI HASAN, Part III. For 1894-5. By F. Lr. Grirritu. (Hieroglyphs, 
and manufacture, &c., of Flint Knives.) Ten coloured Plates, 255. 
VI. HIEROGLYPHS FROM THE COLLECTIONS OF THE EGYPT 
EXPLORATION FUND. For 1895-6. By F.Lu. GrirritH. Nine coloured Plates. 255. 
VII. BENI HASAN, Part IV. For 1896-7. By F. Lr. Grirritu. (Illustrating 
beasts and birds, arts, crafts, &c.) Twenty-seven Plates (twenty-one coloured). 255. 


Vill. THE MASTABA OF PTAHHETEP AND AKBETHETEP AT 
SAQQAREH, Part I. For 1897-8. By NorMAN bE G. Davies and F, Li, GRIFFITH. 
Thirty-one Plates (three coloured). 255. 


Ix, THE MASTABA OF PTAHHETEP AND AKHETHETEPR, Part: I: 
For 1898-9. By N. pE G. Davigs and F. Lr. GrirritH. Thirty-five Plates. 255. 

X, THE ROCK TOMBS OF SHEIKH SAID. For 1899-1900. By N. pe G. 
Davies. Thirty-five Plates. 255. 

XI. THE ROCK TOMBS OF DEIR EL GEBRAWI, Part I. For 1900-1. By 


N. DE G. DAVIES. . fwenty-seven Plates (two coloured). 255. 
XIL DEIR EL GEBRAWI, Part Il. For 1901-2. By N. pe G. Davies. Thirty 
Plates (two coloured). 255. 


XIII. THE ROCK TOMBS OF EL AMARNA, Part I. For 1902-3. By N. pEG. 


Davies. Forty-one Plates. 25s. 
XIV. ELAMARNA, Part II. For 1903-4. By N. pz G. Davirs. Forty-seven Plates. 255. 
XV. EL AMARNA, Part III. For 1904-3. By N.peG.Davies. Forty Plates. 25s. 
XVI. ELAMARNA, Part IV. For 1905-6. By N. pz G. Daviss. Forty-five Plates. 255. 
XVII. EL AMARNA, Part V. For 1906-7. By N. pe G. Daviss. Forty-four Plates. 25s. 
XVIIL EL AMARNA, Part VI. For 1907-8. By N. pe G. Davis. Forty-four Plates. 255. 
XIX. THE ISLAND OF MEROE. By J. W. Crowroor, and MEROITIC 
INSCRIPTIONS, Part I. For 1908-9. By F. Lu. GRIFFITH. Thirty-five Plates. 255. 
XX. MEROITIC INSCRIPTIONS, Part II. For 1909-10. By F. Lr. Grirrirs. 
Forty-eight Plates. 255. 
XXI. FIVE THEBAN TOMBS. For 1910-11. By N. ve G. Davies. Forty-three 
Plates 25S. 
XXIL THE ROCK TOMBS OF MEIR, Part I. For 1911-12. By A. M. Bracx- 
MAN. Thirty-three Plates. 255. 
XXIII. MEIR, Part II. For 1912-13. By A. M. Bracxman. Thirty-five Plates. 255. 
XXIV. MEIR, Part IJ. For 1913-14. By A. M.Bracxman. Thirty-nine Plates. 255. 


XXV. MEIR, Part IV. For 1914-15. (Jn preparation.) 
GRAECO-ROMAN BRANCH. 


L THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part I. For 1897-8. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. Hunr. Eight Collotype Plates. (Oz of print.) 
Il. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part Il. For 1898-9. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A. S. Hunr. Eight Collotype Plates. 255. 
IU. FAYUM TOWNS AND THEIR PAPYRI. For 1899-1900. By B. P. GRENFELL, 
A. S. Hunt, and D. G. HocarrH. Eighteen Plates. 25s. 
IV. THE TEBTUNIS PAPYRI. Double Volume for rg00-1 and rgor-2. By Bee. 
GRENFELL, A. S. Hunt, and J. G. SMyLy. Nine Collotype Plates. (Wot for sale.) 
V. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part III. For 1902-3. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. Hunt. Six Coliotype Plates. 25s. 











VI. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part IV. For 1903-4. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. Hunt. Eight Collotype Plates. 255. 
Vl. THE HIBEH PAPYRI, Part I. Double Volume for 1904-5 and 1905-6. By 
B. P. GRENFELL and A.S. Hunt. Ten Collotype Plates. 455. 
VII. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part V. For 1906-7. By B. P. GRenretr 
and A.S. Hunt. Seven Collotype Plates. 255. 
IX. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part VI. For 1907-8. By B. P. GrREnFELL 
and A.S. Hunt. Six Collotype Plates. 255. 
X. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part VII. For r908-9.. By A. S. Hunt. 
Six Collotype Plates. 255. 
XI. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part VIII. For tgog-10. By A. 5. Hunt. 
Seven Collotype Plates. 255. 
XU. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part IX. For rote-11, By A. 5S. Hunt: 
Six Collotype Plates. 255. 
XIII. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part X. For 1911-12. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A. S. Hunt. Six Collotype Plates. 255. 
XIV. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part XI. For 1912-13. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. Hunt. Seven Collotype Plates. 255. 
XV. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part XII. For1913-14. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. Hunt. Two Collotype Plates. 255. 
XVI. THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI, Part XIII. For 1914-15. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. HunT. Six Collotype Plates. 255. 


AVile THE OSYRAVYNCHUS PAPYRID Part XIV.) (li prepar acon. } 


ANNUAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL REPORTS. 


(Yearly Summaries by F. G. Kenyon, W. E. Crum, and the Officers of the Society, with Maps.) 
Edited by F. Lu. GRIFFITH. 
THE SEASON’S WORK. For 1890-1. By E. NAVILLE, P. E, NEWBERRY, and G. W. FRASER. 25. 6d. 
For 1892-3 and 1893-4. 2s. 6d. each. 
» 1894-5. 35. 6a. Containing Report of D. G. HoGarru’s Excavations in Alexandria. 
»» 1895-6. 3s. With Illustrated Article on the Transport of Obelisks by EDoOUARD NAVILLE. 
», 1896-7. 25.6d. With Article on Oxyrhynchus and its Papyri by B. P. GRENFELL. 
», 1897-8. 25. 6d. With Illustrated Article on Excavations at Hierakonpolis by W. M. F. PETRIE. 
» 1898-9. 25.6¢. With Article on the Position of Lake Moeris by B. P. GRENFELL and A. S. Hunt. 
And thirteen successive years, 25. 6a. each. 
A JOURNAL OF EGYPTIAN ARCHAEOLOGY (issued Quarterly) commenced 


January, 1914. 6s.a part, or £1 1s. a year to Subscribers. 


SPECIAL PUBLICATIONS. 
AOTIA IHZ0Y: ‘Sayings of Our Lord,’ from an Early Greek Papyrus. By B. P. GRENFELL 
and A.S. HuNT. 2s. (with Collotypes) and 6d. net. 
NEW SAYINGS OF JESUS AND FRAGMENT OF A LOST GOSPEL. By 


B. P. GRENFELL and A. S. Hunt. Is. net. 


FRAGMENT OF AN UNCANONICAL GOSPEL. By B. P. Grenrett and A. S. 


HUntT. 1s. net. 
COPTIC OSTRACA. By W.E. Crum. os. 6d. net. 
THE THEBAN TOMB SERIES, Vol. THE TOMB OF AMENEMHET (No. 82). 


By NINA DE G. DAVIEs and A. H. GARDINER. 305. 


Slides from Fund Photographs may be obtained through Messrs. Newton & Co., 37 King Street, 
Covent Garden, W.C, 2. 





Offices of the Egypt Exploration Fund: 


13 TAVISTOCK SQUARE, LONDON, W.C. 1, AND 
503 TREMONT TEMPLE, BOSTON, MASS., U.S.A. 


Agents: 


BERNARD QUARITCH, 11 GRAFTON STREET, NEW BOND STREET, wW. 
HUMPHREY MILFORD, OXFORD UNIVERSITY PRESS, AMEN CORNER, E.C. 4 AND 
29-35 WEST 32np STREET, NEW YORK, U.S.A. 

C. F. CLAY, CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS, FETTER LANE, E.C. 4 
KEGAN PAUL, TRENCH, TRUBNER & Co., 68-74 CARTER LANE, E.C. 4 
GEORGE SALBY, 65 GREAT RUSSELL STREET, W.C. 1 
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